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ABSTRACT

Background: Gamblers engage in a range of “soft” financial options to limit access to money or cash for
gambling (e.g., family looks after cash). Such barriers are easily overturned, resulting in a demand for
financial systems and tools that offer “hard” restrictions on access to money and cash in a gambling
context. The aim of this scoping review was to determine the attitudes and preferences of gamblers and
their families on systems or tools to restrict access to money and cash, as well as the effectiveness of
systems and tools that can be used to accomplish that goal. Methods: A systematic search of articles
related to financial restrictions and gambling was conducted. Eligibility criteria included samples of
gamblers or affected others and interventions targeted at money or cash restrictions in a gambling
context. Soft financial barriers such as family involvement were excluded, as were limit-setting systems
which focused on gambling expenditure in gambling venues. Results: Nine studies met the eligibility
criteria, with three focused on financial systems (e.g., ban on credit betting) and six focused on removal
of cash machines from gambling venues. The included literature was generally of low quality, with just
two pre-post studies and seven cross-sectional or qualitative ones. Conclusions: The included studies
provided strong support for financial mechanisms to support gamblers and their families. Future studies
need to involve multiple stakeholders to provide this type of support as well as to evaluate the holistic
impact that such hard barriers can have on gambling and gambling-related harms.
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INTRODUCTION

Gambling involves the betting or wagering of something of value where the outcome is
determined by chance. Usually the item of value is monetary and the motivation for gambling
is primarily financial gain (Williams, Volberg, Stevens, Williams, & Arthur, 2017). The
central involvement of money means winning and losing can prompt feelings of elation and
joy as well as desperation, sadness and despair heightened by a sense of financial gain or loss.
To date, regulation that is specific to the monetary aspects of gambling has been tightly
focused on regulation that prevents criminal activities (e.g., money laundering, loan sharks)
as well as restrictions to cash and credit betting (Delfabbro & King, 2020). There has also
been a focus on supporting responsible gambling (RG) described as industry initiatives and
government regulations that support people to “gamble within affordable limits”
(Blaszczynski, Shaffer, Ladouceur, & Collins, 2021). An abundance of research has been
conducted on how to limit or restrict gambling expenditure. Studies have examined
expenditure limits on gambling products, generation of account history, notifications of
gambling expenditure, self-assessment, pop-up messages, pre-commitment, expense calcu-
lators, online surveillance, pre-paid cards and the use of e-wallets and cryptocurrencies
(Blaszczynski et al., 2011, 2021; Forsstr€om, Sp�angberg, Petterson, Brolund, & Odeberg, 2020;
Ladouceur, Shaffer, Blaszczynski, & Shaffer, 2017; Lucar, Wiebe, & Philander, 2013;
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McMahon, Thomson, Kaner, & Bambra, 2019; Tanner,
Drawson, Mushquash, Mushquash, & Mazmanian, 2017).
These studies suggest some approaches may be helpful for
setting or sticking to gambling expenditure limits for some
gamblers.

Gambling-related debt is an especially difficult burden
for gamblers and their families. It is estimated that around
one-quarter of people who develop gambling problems
experience gambling-related debt (Swanton & Gainsbury,
2020b). Debt has been associated with poor mental health,
suicidality, stress, psychological distress and relationship
conflict (Barnard et al., 2014; H�akansson & Widinghoff,
2020; Muggleton et al., 2021; Oksanen, Savolainen, Sirola, &
Kaakinen, 2018; Swanton & Gainsbury, 2020a, 2020b). In an
attempt to relieve harm, gamblers may seek financial advice,
which is a key motivator for treatment-seeking (Evans &
Delfabbro, 2005; Pulford et al., 2009; Suurvali, Hodgins, &
Cunningham, 2010; Suurvali, Hodgins, Toneatto, & Cun-
ningham, 2012). For example, 91% of women and 80% of
men who called the Michigan Gambling Helpline reported
difficulties in paying bills, debt and borrowing from family
and credit agencies (Ledgerwood, Wiedemann, Moore, &
Arfken, 2012). Most jurisdictions offer financial assistance in
the form of specialist gambling financial counsellors as well
as other financial advisors (Sacco et al., 2019). Affected
others may also seek advice from gambling counsellors and
financial counsellors (Kalischuk, Nowatzki, Cardwell, Klein,
& Solowoniuk, 2006; Kourgiantakis, Saint-Jacques, &
Tremblay, 2013).

Recognition of the importance of gambling-related
financial harm has resulted in gambling expenditure being a
main outcome of interest in intervention studies (Pickering,
Keen, Entwistle, & Blaszczynski, 2018; Walker et al., 2006).
However, there are few interventions that focus specifically
on money (i.e., banking systems or tools) or cash manage-
ment. Granero et al. (2020) examined the impact of
Cognitive Behavioral Therapy (CBT) aimed at enhancing
money and cash control. Participants that implemented
control strategies reported lower gambling severity at post-
treatment evaluation than those who did not implement the
recommended approach. Treatment that focuses on money
management is not just limited to gambling (Rosen, Bailey,
& Rosenheck, 2003; Rosen, Carroll, Stefanovics, & Rose-
nheck, 2009). Multiple studies indicate that monetary
expenditure may also be a cue for alcohol and illicit drug use
(O’Brien, Childress, McLellan, & Ehrman, 1990; Shaner
et al., 1995).

More than a dozen studies have indicated that money
and cash control appears to be a common self-help strategy
for gambling reduction (Currie et al., 2020; Drawson, Tan-
ner, Mushquash, Mushquash, & Mazmanian, 2017; Hing,
Russell, & Hronis, 2017; Hing, Sproston, Tran, & Russell,
2017; Hodgins & El-Guebaly, 2004; Lostutter, Lewis, Cronce,
Neighbors, & Larimer, 2014; Matheson et al., 2019; Procter,
Angus, Blaszczynski, & Gainsbury, 2019; Rodda et al., 2017;
Rodda, Bagot et al., 2018a; Rodda, Hing et al., 2018; Rodda,
Bagot, Manning, & Lubman, 2019a, 2019b). These studies all
indicate that gamblers go to elaborate lengths to control

money and cash as a way of protecting themselves and their
families from unplanned or excessive gambling. Studies have
reported the use of self-initiated money and cash control
strategies before gambling (e.g., set a budget; leave cash or
cards at home; pay bills before gambling), during gambling
(e.g., avoid borrowing money; avoid cash machine use) and
after gambling (e.g., avoid chasing losses) (Hing, Sproston
et al., 2017; Rodda, Bagot, Manning, & Lubman, 2019b). A
factor analysis of 489 current or past gamblers reported
money management was used more frequently by problem
gamblers than no/low/moderate-risk gamblers; however,
cash control was used equally by all gamblers (Rodda, Bagot
et al., 2018). Multiple studies reported that affected others
(partners, family) also apply self-help strategies regarding
money management to minimise the impact of gambling-
related harm (Booth et al., 2021; Côt�e, Tremblay, Jim�enez-
Murcia, Fern�andez-Aranda, & Brunelle, 2019; Krishnan &
Orford, 2002). Such strategies include establishing signa-
tories to joint accounts through to taking over control of the
gambler’s finances.

Whether money and cash control approaches are sup-
ported by formal systems or tools in a gambling context is
unclear. Given that research has reported for more than 30
years that unrestricted access to money and cash is associ-
ated with gambling problems, it is timely to determine the
extent to which systems and tools provide hard barriers to
prevent excessive, unplanned or uncontrolled access to
money or cash which could be used for gambling. Hard
financial barriers refer to tools or systems that can restrict
access to cash (i.e., banknotes, physical money) and money
(i.e., both physical money and virtual money) which could
be used for gambling. Systems and tools are formal methods
to restrict access to money or cash and may be part of
banking or financial management systems inside or outside
the gambling venue. Almost all research to date on financial
barriers to gambling has focused on soft systems such as the
involvement of family members (e.g., someone else controls
money or cash), voluntary in-the-moment personal re-
strictions (e.g., cash or debit cards left at home) as well as
ways to avoid borrowing money for gambling from friends
or relatives. Other research has focused on limiting gambling
expenditure (limit setting, pop-up messaging), but these
approaches are not intended to stem the flow of money or
cash more broadly.

Prior research has recommended systems or tools that
might support setting limits on hard money or cash (Bar-
nard et al., 2014; Gambling Commission, 2020; Gambling
Research Exchange Ontario, 2020; H�akansson & Widingh-
off, 2020; Muggleton et al., 2021; Oakes, Pols, & Lawn, 2020;
Swanton & Gainsbury, 2020b; Swanton, Gainsbury, &
Blaszczynski, 2019). These include (a) banking blocks on
gambling that cannot be easily overturned, (b) advocacy and
grassroots campaigns for government-legislated mecha-
nisms, (c) restriction to all credit card gambling imposed by
government and the banking sector, (e) prevention of
gambling expenditure by minors based on bank account
information, (f) removal of ATMs (referred to as ‘cash
machines’ in the UK) from gambling premises, (g) spend
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controls on gambling within gaming (often part of parental
controls), (h) policy and regulation related to access to
money and cash for gambling, (i) banking accounts that can
be personalised according to individual need such as no
access to cash, (j) proactive intervention from banks where
high-risk gambling behaviours are identified and (k) open
access to anonymous bank transaction data for research
purposes.

The primary aim of this study was to assess the presence
of hard financial barriers in the context of gambling harm
minimisation for anyone who gambles. The goal was to
conduct a scoping review to explore systems and tools that
can support those who gamble and act as a barrier to money
or cash expenditure. This included identifying attitudes and
preferences towards systems and tools (e.g., perceived need
or benefit) as well as the effectiveness of existing systems and
tools and their characteristics and target groups. Where
systems and tools were identified, the review also described
their content and functionality. The specific research ques-
tions were: (a) What are the characteristics of systems and
tools that could be used to impose a barrier to money or
cash expenditure in a gambling context? (b) What are the
attitudes and preferences of gamblers and affected others
towards such systems and tools? (c) Who are the target
group of such systems and tools? (d) What is the effective-
ness of such systems and tools? (e) Are there effective sys-
tems and tools for those at different levels of gambling risk?

METHODS

A scoping review was selected as a form of knowledge
acquisition that can synthesise information to answer an
exploratory research question. Given the expected limited
evidence in the field, the scoping review was a preferred way
to identify gaps in research, as well as systematically search,
select and synthesise existing evidence (Colquhoun et al.,
2014). This scoping review followed the protocols recom-
mended in the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic
Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) guidelines (Moher,
Liberati, Tetzlaff, & Altman, 2009).

Search strategy

A systematic search was conducted in December 2020 to
identify all relevant peer-reviewed literature exploring
financial systems and tools to restrict access to money or
cash that could be used for gambling. The search strategy
included an electronic database search of Medline,
Cochrane, Scopus, PsycInfo and Proquest Dissertations and
Theses Global using a combination of MeSH terms, key
words and wildcards. Search terms incorporated the
following terms: gambling (e.g., wagering, betting, gamble)
AND finances (e.g., cash, credit, funding, bank, debt,
financial, economics) AND limit (e.g., barrier, harm mini-
misation, harm reduction, prevention, note acceptors, con-
sumer safety, social responsibility, ban, restriction). A grey
literature search was also conducted through the GREO

Evidence Centre, as well as GambleAware, UK Gambling
Commission Library, OPHLA Canada, WorldWide Science,
Ontario Public Health Library Association and Social Care
Online. Finally, a search was conducted using Google
Scholar to detect other peer-reviewed and non-peer-
reviewed publications (limited to the first 100 search re-
sults). The reference lists of all included studies were
searched to identify any potential studies that met the in-
clusion criteria as well as recent systematic and literature
reviews.

Eligibility criteria

Studies were selected based on the following inclusion
criteria. Studies had to: (1) include gamblers or affected
others at risk of gambling harm or with problem gambling;
(2) focus on systems and tools that provide hard barriers to
money or cash access; (3) be targeted directly at access to
money or cash (not limit-setting of gambling expenditure);
(4) apply to a land-based or online gambling venue or
setting (e.g., credit bans) or external setting (financial in-
stitutions); (5) include empirical data (qualitative or
quantitative) and (6) be published in English language.
Studies were excluded if they contained optional or non-
binding (“soft”) financial barriers, such as family involve-
ment in restricting access to money or cash. Studies were
also excluded if they were not directly related to access to
money or cash such as deposit limit and pre-commitment
systems (these are considered limiting gambling expendi-
ture rather than access to money or cash) or did not
include empirical data (e.g., opinion pieces, legal docu-
ments).

Data extraction and analysis

Data was extracted using a standardised form that included
the following characteristics: participant details, definition of
hard financial limit, study design, intervention characteris-
tics, outcome measures and significance and direction of
results. The author extracted the data from all included
studies. To ensure accuracy of data extraction, a second
reviewer independently screened a random selection of 50
records for eligibility which resulted in no disagreement. For
full-text review, the second reviewer independently reviewed
five publications to ensure a high level of agreement in
assessment of eligibility. Assessments of methodological
quality or risk of bias of the included studies are generally
not recommended for a scoping review (Peters et al., 2015).
To provide an indicator of overall study quality, the current
review mapped study design against the hierarchy of evi-
dence with ratings of high (RCTs, observational studies),
moderate (pre-post studies, uncontrolled trials) and low
(descriptive studies, case studies, expert opinion) (Evans,
2003).

Ethics

All procedures performed in studies involving human par-
ticipants were in accordance with the ethical standards of the
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institutional and/or national research committee and with
the 1964 Helsinki declaration and its later amendments or
comparable ethical standards.

RESULTS

A total of nine studies were identified for inclusion in the
review (Fig. 1). The search of Medline, Cochrane, PsycInfo,
Scopus and PDQT (dissertations and theses) databases
provided a total of 1,646 citations. After accounting for
duplicates, 1,184 studies remained. Of these, 1,129 studies
were removed because review of the titles and abstracts
indicated that these papers did not meet the study criteria.
The full texts of the remaining 55 citations were examined
for eligibility. Forty-six of these studies did not meet the
inclusion criteria because they were not focused on hard
barriers, reported no data or reported correlations only (e.g.
relationship between gambling and ATM use), reported
voluntary systems or tools focused on gambling expenditure
or were not related to money or cash restrictions. The
reference list search of the included studies identified one
additional study that met the inclusion criteria. Therefore,
nine studies met the inclusion criteria and were included in
the scoping review. All studies were funded through

government or government-funded agencies and there was
no reported industry funding.

Study design

Included studies were published between 2004 and 2020. Of
the nine studies, two were pre-post surveys, three cross-
sectional cohort and six qualitative studies using interviews
or focus group methods. Two of these studies were mixed
methods involving both a survey (one cohort and one pre-
post) and interviews (McMillen, Marshall, & Murphy, 2004;
Thomas et al., 2013). There were three studies on money
management and six studies related to automated teller
machines (ATM, also referred to as ‘cash machines’) or
electronic funds transfer point of sale (EFTPOS; also
referred to in the UK as a ‘card payment machine’) prohi-
bition from gaming venues. The setting for the studies was
predominantly gaming venues (n 5 6) or community
recruitment (n 5 3). Studies focusing on money manage-
ment included one cross-sectional survey (Evans, Collard, &
Fitch, 2020) and two studies which were in-depth interviews
(Heiskanen, 2017; Hing et al., 2015). Studies focusing on
ATMs included two pre-post evaluations (Harrigan,
MacLaren, & Dixon, 2010; Thomas et al., 2013), two surveys
(Jackson, Christensen, Francis, & Dowling, 2016; McMillen
et al., 2004) and four in-depth interviews (Allen Consulting

Records identified through database 

searching (n = 1599)

Additional records identified through 

other sources (n = 47)

Records after duplicates removed

(n = 1184)

Records excluded

(n = 1129)

Full-text articles assessed for eligibility

(n = 55)

Full-text articles excluded, with 

reasons (n = 46)

Voluntary/informal systems (n = 31)

No relevant data (n = 4)

Gambling limits/expenditure (n = 7)

Not financial restriction (n = 3)

Duplicate sample (n = 1)

Studies included in qualitative synthesis 

(n = 9)

Records screened via review of title and abstract

(n = 1184)

Fig. 1. Flow chart of study selection
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Group, 2011; McMillen et al., 2004; Rintoul, Deblaquiere, &
Thomas, 2017; Thomas et al., 2013) (one study was cross-
sectional plus interviews (McMillen et al., 2004) and another
was pre-post plus interviews (Thomas et al., 2013)).
Recruitment for the pre-post surveys was conducted at a
gaming venue (Harrigan et al., 2010) and through com-
munity advertising and treatment services (Thomas et al.,
2013). Studies involving cross-sectional surveys recruited
using CATI (Computer-Assisted Telephone Interview)
design (Jackson et al., 2016; McMillen et al., 2004).
Recruitment for interviews was from community and
treatment services (McMillen et al., 2004; Thomas et al.,
2013), CATI (Allen Consulting Group, 2011) and gaming
venues (Rintoul et al., 2017).

Sample characteristics

Table 1 displays the characteristics of the nine included
studies. Sample sizes ranged from 17 to 928, with an average
of 359 participants) (SD 5 393.1, median 5 107). The
percentage of men within the included studies ranged from
36% to 100% (average 5 56.3%). The age of participants
ranged from 18 to 75 years, with an average of 35.8 years
(based on five studies which reported an average age).
Across the nine included studies, most recruited participants
from Australia (n5 6, 66.7%) with one study each from UK,
Canada and Finland. The eligibility criteria related to
gambling harm or involvement was most frequently self-
identified gambling problems (n 5 3) or scoring at 3þ
(moderate risk or problem gambling) on the Problem
Gambling Severity Index (PGSI) (n 5 1). The remaining
eligibility was related to frequency of gambling which
included gambling or visiting a venue in the past year (n 5
4) or gambling at least twice weekly (n5 1). Two studies did
not have any gambling-related inclusion or exclusion criteria
(Allen Consulting Group, 2011; Thomas et al., 2013).

The target group(s) of these interventions varied. The
three studies examining money management systems tar-
geted three different groups and all involved samples con-
sisting only of moderate-risk or problem gamblers. Evans
et al.’s (2020) study of financial blocking systems stated that
the target market was gamblers as well as affected others
experiencing harm. Gamblers included anyone who
attempted to self-regulate or reduce gambling behaviours,
including people experiencing gambling harm (i.e., affected
others). Heiskanen (2017) presented a qualitative study of
financial recovery from problem gambling, with all partici-
pants being self-identified problem gamblers. Hing et al.’s
(2015) study was targeted at all Internet gamblers but the
final sample included only moderate-risk or problem gam-
blers. The target group for ATM restrictions were gaming
machine gamblers in land-based venues. Four of these
studies reported ATM restrictions as harm minimization
measures targeting gaming venue patrons. A further two
studies measuring the attitudes towards ATM restrictions
stated that the measures were to support the reduction of
problem gambling (McMillen et al., 2004), whereas the
Harrigan et al. (2010) study examined the impact of ATM

removal on gaming machine gamblers, using a sample of
regular gamblers (twice weekly or more).

The characteristics of hard-barrier systems and tools

The type of hard barriers in this study were systems and
tools to assist with financial management and reduction of
access to money or cash for gambling. The three studies
which examined money management systems or tools were
related to attitudes and preferences towards prohibiting
credit and debit card betting (Evans et al., 2020; Hing et al.,
2015) and financial management systems that could impact
on access to cash (Heiskanen, 2017). The six studies focusing
on ATMs included three which examined their removal
from a whole jurisdiction excluding casinos (Allen Consul-
ting Group, 2011; Jackson et al., 2016; Thomas et al., 2013)
and one that removed ATMs from one gambling venue only
(Harrigan et al., 2010). One study examined attitudes to-
wards the proposed removal of ATMs (McMillen et al.,
2004) and another examined an extension of ATM removal
to EFTPOS restrictions (Rintoul et al., 2017). EFTPOS was
highlighted as different from ATMs in that the person must
interact with an operator in order to withdraw cash.

Attitudes towards hard-barrier financial systems and
tools. Three studies examined attitudes and preferences to-
ward hard-barrier financial systems and tools designed to
assist with financial management in a gambling context.
Evans et al. (2020) examined the usage of debit and credit
card technology to block gambling expenditure as well as
preferences for banking systems in the UK that could assist
in access to money or cash for gambling. The authors con-
ducted a cross-sectional survey with 88 participants who
were recruited mainly from treatment services. Participants
were asked about their awareness and use of debit and credit
card technology blocking options which would prevent
financial transactions from occurring with businesses that
provide gambling opportunities. At the time of the survey,
eight financial services offered the technology on selected
accounts which meant it was available to approximately 60%
of people in the UK. Evans et al. (2020) reported that 43% of
treatment seekers were not aware of such financial blocking
options. Of those aware of banking blocks, 44% had turned
on the blocks at least once to stop or reduce gambling, and
54% reported reduced gambling expenditure and had not
reverted the block. Overall, 65% of respondents rated debit
and credit card blockers as a helpful way to control gambling
(rating of 7/10 or higher). The authors also provided data
from one financial institution and reported that the blocker
stopped an average of two to three transactions per user per
month. They estimated that half a million people in the UK
alone were currently using the blocks but just 20% reported
gambling in the six months prior to the block initiation. The
authors suggested that affected others may also be imple-
menting blocks as a way of reducing gambling-related harm.
Given the usefulness of money and cash blocks, the authors
commented on the need to take advantage of opportunities
to inform customers when opening accounts, in bank
statements or where expenditure patterns may indicate
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Table 1. Characteristics of included studies

Author, date and source
type

Type and quality of
evidence Study design and populationc

Research aim relevant to the
current study Key findings Funding body

Allen Consulting Group
(2011)

Report Thirteen structured group
interviews, (n 5 126); 55%
male, aged 18–70, 12% MR/

PG. Participants were
recruited from a CATI survey
of those willing to take part in

an interview.a

Explore the attitudes and
impact of ATM removal from
gaming venues in Tasmania

(exc. casinos).

Strong support for the removal of
ATMs from gaming venues as circuit
breaker for continued gambling once
limits reached. There was low support

for casino exemption.

Tasmanian government
AustraliaLow

Evans et al. (2020) Report Cross-sectional survey
(n 5 88); 61% male, 55% were

34–54 years of age.
Recruitment was

predominantly via treatment
services.

Determine usage and
preferences for banking
systems that can assist in
reducing gambling-related

harm.

Of those aware of banking blocks, 44%
had turned it on at least once to stop or
reduce gambling. 54% had reduced
gambling expenditure and had not
reverted the restriction. As for ideal
banking system, the most endorsed
components were hard barriers on
frequency and expenditure per day;

limits on the time of day for card use; as
well as an option for a cooling off

period or the option for a permanent
block. Other potential service options
were highly endorsed, including a
regular reminder of gambling

expenditure each month and access to
gambling-harm reduction experts
located in financial institutions.

Gamble Aware UK
Low

Harrigan et al. (2010) Report Pre-post study with matched
control (n 5 729); 36% male,
average age 53.5 years (SD 5
41.2), frequent EGM gamblers
recruited in venues, 62% MR
or PG. Recruited from two

gaming venues.

To determine the impact of
removing ATMs from one

gaming room (versus another
venue where ATMs were not
removed) on expenditure,
frequency and unplanned

gambling.

Removal of ATMs was associated with
reduced unplanned gambling on the
initial day of testing when compared

with a venue where the ATMs were not
removed from the gaming room floor.
There was no change in gambling

expenditure, frequency or unplanned
gambling between the two venues at 30-

day follow-up.

GREO (formerly Ontario
Problem Gambling Research

Centre) Canada
Moderate

Heiskanen (2017) Journal article Semi-structured interviews (n
5 17); 71% male, M 5 42
years (range 24–70). Self-

identified gambling problems
recruited from treatment and
support services or groups.

Investigate financial recovery
from problem gambling

including the experience of
community and health

services.

Restrictive money-management
measures were perceived as effective
and supportive of personal aims of
controlling money. Viewed more

trustworthy when oversight was outside
of the family. Viewed as useful when
offered alongside financial advice and

assistance.

Finnish Foundation for
Alcohol Studies.Low

(continued)
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Table 1. Continued

Author, date and source
type

Type and quality of
evidence Study design and populationc

Research aim relevant to the
current study Key findings Funding body

Hing et al. (2015) Journal article Semi-structured interviews (n
5 25); 100% male, M 5 39.9
years (SD 5 14.1), 100% MR
or PG on the PGSI. Recruited

from previous survey
participants who had gambled
> once in the past 12 months

and were not currently
seeking treatment.

Understand aspects of
Internet gambling that are

associated with loss of control
and perceived usefulness of

RG measures.

Impaired control was associated with
access to credit betting. Participants had
concerns about credit provision from
operators, ease of credit card use and
inconsistency between online and land-
based restrictions on credit betting.

Gambling Research Australia.
Low

Jackson et al. (2016) Journal article Cross-sectional CATI survey.
Sub-sample of the 2011

Tasmanian prevalence survey,
(n 5 828); 44% male, average
age 43 years, 8% MR or PG.
Recruited those who had

gambled on an EGM in the
past 12 months.

To examine self-reported
change to gambling

expenditure following the
removal of ATMs from

Tasmanian gaming venues.

Across the whole sample there was no
change to gambling expenditure.

However, 10% of MR/PG decreased
expenditure compared with just 4.5% of
LR and 0.6% of non-problem gamblers.

Tasmanian government
Australia.Low

McMillen et al. (2004) Report
Low

Mixed methods. Cross-
sectional CATI survey (n 5
755), 49% male, 56% aged 18–
44 years. Most of the sample
were non-gamblers (78%),
with 11 participants self-
identified as having a

gambling problem. Additional
in-depth interviews with

gamblers and affected others
(n 5 16).

Determine attitudes towards
ATM removal from gaming
venues in the Australian

Capital Territory.

Support for removal of ATMs was 57%
across the sample, with higher rates of
agreement by non-gamblers and people

with gambling problems.

Australian Capital Territory
(ACT) Gambling and Racing

Commission Australia.

Interviews with gamblers and affected
others reported almost unanimous
support for the complete removal of

ATMs from gaming venues.

Rintoul et al. (2017) Journal article In-depth interviews with
gamblers (n 5 40) and three

focus groups with
professionals (n 5 20).

Gamblers: 50% male, 33/40
aged 25–64 years, 84% MR or
PG on PGSI. Recruited from

11 gaming venues.

The study explored access to
cash in gambling venues.

A key theme was stronger regulation of
access to cash in gambling venues.
Unrestricted access to cash through

EFTPOS had the potential to
undermine the benefits of ATM
removal from gaming venues.

Commonwealth Government
of Australia.Low

Thomas et al. (2013) Report
Moderate

Mixed methods. Pre-post
survey (n 5 928); 41% male,
M5 48 years (SD5 16.2) and

Evaluate the effectiveness of
ATM removal from all

Positive attitude towards ATM removal
from all gambling venues by PG and to

a lesser extent non-gamblers.

Victorian Department of
Justice and the Victorian

(continued)

Journalof
BehavioralAddictions

10
(2021)

3,587
–600

593



problematic gambling. Treatment and support services and
self-exclusion providers should also be alerting clients to
the option. For optimal effectiveness, the authors suggested
card blockers may need to be implemented in conjunction
with self-exclusion and/or gambling website blockers.
Evans et al. (2020) also investigated the ideal components
of a money management system to provide hard financial
limits. Participants rated the importance of seven different
potential components of a banking tool to support the self-
management of gambling. The highest endorsements, as
determined by a score of 7/10 or greater, were: “A cooling
off period between initiation and ability to turn off the
block” (91%); “requirement to talk to a person at the bank
before being able to turn off the block” (91%); and, “allow a
permanent block on all gambling spend on the card” (91%)
Evans et al. (2020).

Heiskanen (2017) investigated factors related to finan-
cial recovery from problem gambling using the hard bar-
riers imposed by social services versus a soft limit imposed
by family member. In this study, hard barriers referred to
social service being appointed to manage money and be
partly or entirely responsible for the gambler’s income and
expenditure. The study conducted a series of semi-struc-
tured interviews with 17 participants who self-identified as
having gambling problems. Heiskanen (2017) reported that
financial strain often became worse after stopping
gambling because of debt-related interest that continued to
grow. Ongoing financial strain was associated with relapse,
and hard-barrier financial systems and tools could assist
with relapse prevention. Participants reported mixed ex-
periences of having social services over a family member
control money and cash. Some participants experienced
relief when relapses could be prevented and when a sense
of self-trust could be regained. Control over money and
cash appeared to be more therapeutic than focusing on
debt reduction in that some participants continued to
gamble when relieved of debt. This was made worse
because the only hard barriers were available through social
services which was not suitable for most participants
(Heiskanen, 2017).

Hing et al. (2015) conducted a study to understand
aspects of Internet gambling that were associated with loss
of control and attitudes towards bans to credit card betting.
A total of 25 semi-structured interviews were conducted
with men who were classified by the PGSI as moderate-risk
or problem gamblers. Recruitment was selected partici-
pants involved in previous surveys conducted by the
research team, with eligibility restricted to those who had
gambled at least once in the past 12 months and were not
currently seeking gambling-specific treatment. Participants
voiced concerns about the convenience and accessibility of
credit betting and the ease of credit card use. They stated
that direct linkages between credit and betting accounts
through the storage of card details meant funds could be
topped up instantly. Others stated that credit betting pro-
vided access to funds to support chasing losses which
inadvertently led to more desperation and chasing. Multi-
ple participants called for a direct prohibition of creditTa
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betting to limit access to money for gambling. Hing et al.
(2015) noted that harm-minimization measurers mandated
in land-based venues were not applied to all Internet
gambling operators.

Attitudes towards prohibition of ATMs in gaming venues. -
Five studies investigated attitudes and preferences towards
restricting access to cash through ATMs in gambling
venues. Allen Consulting Group (2011) explored attitudes
towards the removal of ATMs from gaming venues in
Tasmania (Australia). This mixed-methods study convened
13 structured group interviews and administered a ques-
tionnaire to 126 participants. Participants were recruited
from a CATI survey and had indicated a willingness to take
part in an interview. Twelve percent of the sample were
screened as moderate-risk or problem gamblers on the
PGSI. Qualitative data indicated strong support from the
gamblers for the removal of ATMs because not having
access to an ATM triggered a break in play and potentially
helped people manage impulsive expenditure. Participants
indicated a preference for the prohibition of ATMs in
gambling venues to be extended to the two state-based
casinos.

McMillen et al. (2004) conducted a study of attitudes
towards ATM removal from gaming venues in the Austra-
lian Capital Territory (Australia). This study was a cross-
sectional CATI survey involving 755 participants. The
sample consisted 590 (78%) people who had not been to a
gambling venue in the past 12 months (termed ‘non-
gambler’), 119 occasional gamblers, 44 regular gamblers
(defined as gambling at least weekly) and 11 participants
reporting self-identified gambling problems. This data was
also supplemented with interviews with 16 gamblers and
affected others. CATI participants were asked to indicate the
degree to which they strongly agreed to strongly disagree
with four questions related to ATM removal and bans on
access to money from credit cards in venues. In response to
the question of whether “ATMs should be removed from
gaming venues altogether”, 48% either agreed or strongly
agreed with ATM removal. This rate varied according to
gambling status: 55% of self-identified problem gamblers
and 52% of non-gamblers agreed that ATMs should be
removed, compared with 35% of occasional gamblers.
McMillen et al.’s (2004) qualitative component indicated
strong agreement for the prohibition of ATMs by people
harmed by gambling. The report stated that most people
harmed by gambling supported the removal of ATMs from
gambling venues.

Rintoul et al. (2017) explored venue controls for limiting
access to cash. Forty gamblers were recruited from 11
gambling venues. Almost all participants reported gambling
problems, with 84% scoring as moderate-risk or problem
gamblers on the PGSI. Gamblers were asked to report on
tools for controlling access to cash in gambling venues.
Participants were concerned that removal of ATMs meant
that cash could be accessed through EFTPOS and that these
financial transactions were not subject to the same re-
strictions. Participants reported that access to cash through

EFTPOS had the potential to undermine the removal of
ATMs from venues.

Thomas et al. (2013) conducted a mixed-methods study
investigating attitudes and effectiveness of the removal of
ATMs from gaming venues in Victoria, Australia. A total of
929 gamblers were recruited from the community and
completed a pre- and post-survey on ATM removal. At
baseline, very few people agreed that ATMs should be
permitted in gaming areas (around 5% agreed), with around
half agreeing that they could be in gambling venues but not
in gaming areas. There was a significant difference in
agreement whereby 27% of people with problem gambling
thought ATMs should be in venues compared with around
half of non-Electronic gaming machine (EGM) gamblers or
those with low-level problems. Two-thirds of people with
gambling problems thought that ATMs should be removed
from venues altogether, a rate which was significantly higher
than found in participants with other levels of gambling risk.
Thomas et al.’s (2013) interviews with gamblers indicated
positive attitudes to ATM withdrawal. Qualitative analysis
suggested that ATM removal would be helpful to gamblers
and/or to other people. Furthermore, two-thirds of problem
gamblers wanted EFTPOS removed from gambling venues
altogether.

The effectiveness of hard barriers

Three studies evaluated the effectiveness of hard restrictions
on cash use. All three studies were related to the removal of
ATMs from gaming venues. Harrigan et al.’s (2010) pre-post
study investigated the impact of removing ATMs from one
gaming room. This pre-post study used a matched control
design where gambling expenditure, frequency and sticking
to limits were measured for patrons at two gambling venues
(one where ATMs were removed from the gaming room
floor and one where they were not removed). The authors
recruited 729 frequent gamblers (gambling at least twice
weekly) from two gambling venues in Ontario, Canada, and
administered pre-post measures examining gambling
expenditure and frequency at baseline and 30 days later. A
small minority of the participants reported no gambling
problems (16%), with the majority classed on the PGSI as
experiencing low-risk (23%), moderate-risk (39%) and
problem gambling (23%). Harrigan et al. (2010) reported
reduced unplanned cash withdrawals on the day of the
intervention (24% of participants) compared with the con-
trol group (43%). At a 30-day follow-up evaluation, there
was no difference in expenditure, frequency or unplanned
gambling. Harrigan et al. (2010) concluded that continued
availability of ATMs in the venue may impact on the use-
fulness of removing them from the gaming floor.

Jackson et al.’s (2016) cross-sectional study examined
self-reported changes in gambling expenditure following the
removal of ATMs from gaming venues in Tasmania,
Australia. The sample consisted 828 participants who had
gambled on an EGM in the past 12 months. Participants
were asked whether their gambling had increased, decreased
or stayed the same since ATMs were removed from venues.
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Across the entire sample, 98% of participants reported no
change in gambling expenditure. However, there was a sig-
nificant difference between non-problem and gamblers at
risk whereby 10% of moderate-risk and problem gamblers
reported a reduction in gambling expenditure.

The largest and most extensive evaluation of ATM
removal from gaming venues was conducted by Thomas
et al. (2013) in Victoria, Australia. Involving 928 gamblers in
a pre-post survey, Thomas and colleagues reported a sig-
nificant reduction in EGM expenditure between baseline and
a 30-day follow-up evaluation. People with problem
gambling reported a reduction in average monthly expen-
diture from AUD$277 to AUD$187 in hotels and AUD$203
to AUD$161 in clubs. No difference was detected in the
amount spent at casinos and racecourses which were exempt
from the ATM ban. These findings were consistent with
industry reports which found a 7% reduction across the state
of Victoria in the six-month post evaluation period. Quali-
tative analysis suggested that ATM removal supported
gamblers’ self-control. Participants stated that ATM removal
assisted people to ‘think twice’ about further expenditure.
Some noted that ATM removal would not be enough to stop
people from excessive gambling once problems had devel-
oped but that it might be useful as a way of preventing harm
from occurring in the first place (Thomas et al., 2013).

DISCUSSION

This review examined the attitudes and effectiveness of
systems and tools to support hard financial limits on money
and cash in a gambling context. It is well established that
gamblers across the continuum of gambling risk use
informal systems and tools to self-regulate (Currie et al.,
2020; Matheson et al., 2019; Rodda, Bagot, et al., 2018).
Nonetheless, there has been a dearth of evidence on formal
or hard financial systems or tools limiting money or cash use
in a gambling context. Evidence on the effectiveness of such
measures has also been scarce. The current scoping review
identified nine studies which examined attitudes towards
and/or effectiveness of financial systems or tools to limit
money or cash use in a gambling context. These studies
assessed debit and credit card blockers and the need for hard
financial systems that can support self-regulation and re-
covery from gambling problems. Most studies were related
to in-venue cash restrictions and all of these were associated
with ATM or EFTPOS availability.

Six studies examined attitudes and impact of ATM
removal from gaming venues. These studies consistently
found that gamblers perceived ATM removal as helpful for
sticking to gambling limits. However, these studies varied in
the degree of support from gamblers for ATM removal
which appeared to be influenced by the gambling context
(whether ATMs had already been removed), the extent of
ATM removal (a single venue versus a whole jurisdiction)
and the frequency and severity of participants’ gambling
engagement. For example, participants in Australian studies,

where ATMs had previously been removed, reported
stronger support for removal than in jurisdictions where
similar measures were being proposed. As for effectiveness,
where ATMs were removed from whole gambling areas,
there were reports of reduced gambling especially amongst
those with gambling problems. The only study which ana-
lysed the removal of ATMs from a single venue reported no
impact on gambling expenditure or time spent gambling
(Harrigan et al., 2010). This suggests that restrictions need to
be applied across jurisdictions or countries to ensure that
they have a chance of being effective.

Across the included studies, just one examined hard
financial systems and tools for Internet gambling (Hing
et al., 2015). This study questioned the inconsistency in
financial restrictions between land-based and Internet
gambling. The growth of remote gambling globally places an
even greater emphasis on the potential for hard-barrier
systems and tools to limit gambling, and for the financial
sector to make such measures available in consultation with
the gambling sector and policymakers. This review recog-
nizes that harm-minimization measures in land-based
venues are not consistently applied to Internet gambling
operators. Therefore, evidence on effective hard barriers for
remote operators is rapidly needed. Furthermore, systems
and tools that operate only in land-based gambling venues
may exacerbate inequalities in gambling harms if hard
barriers such as limiting access to ATMs are not accompa-
nied by hard financial barriers online. Internet gambling is
growing rapidly, particularly during the COVID-19
pandemic (H�akansson, Fern�andez-Aranda, Mench�on,
Potenza, & Jim�enez-Murcia, 2020). Because of the rapid
growth in online gambling, there is an urgent need to extend
hard barriers into Internet gambling to restrict access to
funds as well as to introduce new hard barriers specifically
for Internet gambling.

Limitations

The quality of included studies was low. Only two studies
involved any kind of outcome evaluation (Harrigan et al.,
2010; Thomas et al., 2013). Traditional conceptions of the
hierarchy of evidence ranked the quality of evidence iden-
tified in this review as low. The gap in the evidence base on
this subject is a key finding of the review in itself but does
undermine the generalisability of the findings to broader
contexts. Similarly, included studies almost exclusively relied
on self-report data. Future studies would ideally include
objective financial data obtained through gambling or
banking transactions. Second, the literature spans more than
20 years, encompassing major shifts in banking systems and
tools, which may mean that some of the findings may no
longer be relevant. For example, Evans et al. (2020) noted
that the UK government recently regulated to prevent credit
card betting, which somewhat negated the authors’ findings
related to credit betting. Similarly, the move towards cash-
less payments varied across countries, with this trend
accelerating over time. It is possible that these changes
render older studies less useful, suggesting a need to ensure
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regular monitoring of developments in this area of gambling.
Finally, because of the limited number and quality of
included studies, a systematic review or meta-analysis was
not conducted. It is therefore not possible to draw firm
conclusions as to the impact of hard financial limits on
reducing money or cash for gambling or whether it had an
impact on gambling-related harm.

CONCLUSION

This scoping review identified nine studies that examined
attitudes and preferences of gamblers and their families to
limit or restrict access to money and cash in a gambling
context, as well as the effectiveness of hard financial limits
that can be implemented to accomplish that goal. Overall,
the literature on this topic was scant. This review provides
information on where more research is needed and possible
future directions for implementing hard barriers on
gambling expenditure. The number of excluded full-text
qualitative studies that made no mention of hard financial
limits was surprising. Future research might consider how
and why the situation has developed in which counsellors,
academics, governments and policymakers are not
demanding that financial systems and tools be put in place
to protect and support gamblers and their families. Inter-
estingly, there was also very little discussion in the included
studies as to why there was so little research on hard
financial limits.

The current findings suggest an opportunity for financial
institutions, gambling venues and policymakers to unilat-
erally act to prevent and reduce unrestricted access to money
and cash by people who are concerned about gambling
harm. Financial institutions are in a position to deliver
public good products that can make a massive impact on
individuals and families in a gambling context. Ideally re-
searchers could partner with financial institutions to eval-
uate and report on the impact of these measures. The
gambling field is in a unique position to advocate on behalf
of other health and social services for systems and tools that
can help many different segments of the population
suffering from gambling-related harms.
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