Supplementary 6 — Meta-analysis

The effect of long educational intervention. Outcome: gambling frequency, follow up 2-4
months.

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
2.8.1 24 months
Canale 2016 (1) 0.24 047 95 031 048 73 30.1% -0.15[-0.45 0.18] =
Williams 2010 (2) .91 239 462 1678 355 197 69.8% -0.35[-0.52,-0.19] —u—
Subtotal {95% CI) 557 270 100.0% -0.29 [-0.48, -0.11] ——aufii—

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.01; Chi®=1.35, df=1 (F=0.24); F= 26%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 3.07 (F=0.002)
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Testfor subgroup differences: Mot applicable

Footnotes
(1) Authers contacted to get mean and SD: gambling days per 30 days
(2) gambling days per 90 days

PN compared to control (no intervention). Changes in the severity of problem gambling
among university students at 3 and 6 months follow-up.

Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
1.4.1 3 months
Martens 2015 (1) 1.79 28 111 28 345 108 493% -0.32[-0.59,-0.05) ————— @ ——
Meighhors 2015 (2) 386 783 113 448 1007 114 50.8% -0.10[-0.36, 0.18] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 224 223 100.0% -0.21 [-0.42, 0.01] —eogi——

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.01; Chit= 1.34, df= 1 (P = 0.25); F= 25%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 1.91 (P = 0.06)

1.4.2 6 months

Meighhors 2015 361 817 112 423 1112 114 1000% -0.0
Subtotal (95% CI) 112 114 100.0% 0.0
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect: 2= 046 (P = 0.65)
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Footnotes
(1) CPGI (0-4 low risk, 5-7 moderate, 8- high risk)
(2) 30GS (max score 20)



PN compared to no intervention. Outcome: Gambling frequency.

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean  SD Total Mean  SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 95% Cl
1.1.3 3 months
Cunningham 2012¢1) 113 86 70 88 62 69 36.9%  240[0.09,4.89] —-—
Martens 2015 (2) 345 342 111 357 346 109 587% -0.12[1.03,0.79] -
MNeighbars 2015 (3) 2042 5172 113 1477 2508 114  44% 565 [4.94 16.24]
Subtotal (95% Cl) 204 202 100.0%  1.07 [-1.25, 3.38] -
Heterageneity: Tau®= 216, Chi*=4 48 df=2 (P=011) F= 55%
Testfor overall effect: £=0.90 (P = 0.37)
1.1.4 6 months
Cunningham 2012 (4) 83 83 70 8F 66 69 028%  0.70[1.79,3.19] —'—
Neighbors 2015 (5) 1533 4227 112 1182 2331 114  7.2% 341 [551,12.37
Subtotal (95% Cl) 182 183 100.0%  0.90 [1.50, 3.30] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*=0.33, df=1 {(P=047), F= 0%
Test far averall efiect Z= 0.73 (P = 0.46)
1.1.5 12 months
Cunningham 2012 100 84 70 aF 7B 69 1000%  1.20[1.59,3.99 t
Subtotal (95% Cl) 70 69 100.0%  1.20 [-1.50, 3.99]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.84 (P = 0.40)

Footnotes

(1) days gambled the last 30 days
(2) days gambled preceding 60 days.
(3) days gambled the past year

(4) days gambled the last 30 days
(5) days gambled the past year
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PN compared to no intervention. Outcome: dollar lost/loss

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean 5D Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 85% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
4.1.1 3 months
Cunningham 2012 (1) 432 5143 TO 3348 4186 B9  230% 97205859 25294
Meighbors 2015 (2 2258 5479 113 33 F032 114 TT.0% -10.42 [-26.81, 5.97]
Subtotal (95% CI) 183 183 100.0% 14,36 [-74.44, 103.16]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 2596.99; Chi*=1.81,df=1 (P =018), *= 45%
Test for overall effect £=0.32 (P = 0.75)
4.1.2 6 months
Auer 2016 i} 1] 0 0 i} 0 Mot estimable
Cunningharn 2012 {3y 361.8 4769 7O 3272 4207 64 1.7% 34.60[114.85 184.09] e na—
Meighbors 2015 (4) 1657 4058 113 3482 9847 114 8983% -18.25 [37.81,1.31] !
Subtotal (95% CI) 183 100.0% -17.36 [-36.76, 2.04]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®= 047, df=1 (P =048), F=0%
Test for overall effect: £=1.74 (P = 0.08)
4.1.3 12 months
Cunningham 2012 3784 476 70 3488 4683 69 100.0% 29.60[127.38 186.58] i
Subtotal (95% CI) 70 69 100.0% 29.60 [-127.38, 186.58]

Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Test for overall effect Z=0.37 (P=0.71)

Test for subgroup diferences: Chit=0.79, df=2 (P = 0.67), F=0%
Footnotes

(1) total dollar spent past 30 days

(2) quantity loss

(3) total dollar spent past 30 days

(4) quantity loss
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Pop up message. Outcome: Number of spins during the gambling session for people who gambled on

slot machines (post intervention).

Mean Difference

Message Control Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 85% ClI
Broussard 2017 (1) 47 403 28 1041 8RZ 28 4B1% -57.10[-82.35 -21.85] —a—
Ginley 2016 853 81.73 39 866 5201 200 51.9%  -1.30[-29.28, 26.68]
Total (95% ClI) 67 4% 100.0% -28.13 [-B2.77, 26.51]
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 129320, Chi*r=591, df=1 (P=002}; F=83% 10 20 P a0 o0

Test for averall effect: Z=1.01 (P = 0.31)

Footnotes

(1) unclear from the study how many participants in each group. we assume that it was equal
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