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Supplementary Information	Comment by Jusette Tubog Tinambacan: LE: Back matter sections and their statements were slightly modified. Please check if correct. Otherwise, kindly amend.

File S1. PRISMA 2020 checklist
	Section and Topic
	Item #
	
Checklist item
	Location where item
is reported

	TITLE
	

	Title
	1
	Identify the report as a systematic review.
	   Pages 1 & 3

	ABSTRACT
	

	Abstract
	2
	
	 Page 1

	INTRODUCTION
	

	Rationale
	3
	Describe the rationale for the review in the context of existing knowledge.
	Pages 1-3

	Objectives
	4
	Provide an explicit statement of the objective(s) or question(s) the review addresses.
	 Page 3

	METHODS
	

	Eligibility criteria
	5
	Specify the inclusion criteria for the review and how studies were grouped for the syntheses.
	Pages 4,6, and 14; Table 1

	Information sources
	6
	Specify all databases, registers, websites, organisations, reference lists and other sources searched or consulted to identify studies. Specify the date when each source was last searched or consulted.
	 Page 4, 5

	Search strategy
	7
	Present the full search strategies for Medline database, including any filters and limits used.
	 Supplementary file 2

	Selection process
	8
	Specify the methods used to decide whether a study met the inclusion criteria of the review, including how many reviewers screened each record and each report retrieved, whether they worked independently, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	 Page 4,5

	Data collection process
	9
	Specify the methods used to collect data from reports, including how many reviewers collected data from each report, whether they worked independently, any processes for obtaining or confirming data from study investigators, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	 Page 4, 5

	Data items
	10a
	List and define all outcomes for which data were sought. Specify whether all results that were compatible with each outcome domain in each study were sought (e.g. for all measures, time points, analyses), and if not, the methods used to decide which results to collect.
	 Page 5 & 14; Supplementary file S5

	
	10b
	List and define all other variables for which data were sought (e.g. participant and intervention characteristics, funding sources). 
	 Page 5 & 6

	Study risk of bias assessment
	11
	Specify the methods used to assess risk of bias in the included studies, including details of the tool(s) used, how many reviewers assessed each study and whether they worked independently, and if applicable, details of automation tools used in the process.
	 Pages 4 & 5

	Effect measures
	12
	Specify for each outcome the effect measure(s) (e.g. risk ratio, mean difference) used in the synthesis or presentation of results.
	 NA





	Synthesis methods
	13a
	Describe the processes used to decide which studies were eligible for each synthesis (e.g. tabulating the study intervention characteristics and comparing against the planned groups for each synthesis (item #5)).
	 Page 5 & 6; Table 2

	
	13b
	Describe any methods required to prepare the data for presentation or synthesis, such as handling of missing summary statistics, or data conversions.
	 Page 5 & 6

	
	13c
	Describe any methods used to tabulate or visually display results of individual studies and syntheses.
	 Page 6; and Table 2

	
	13d
	Describe any methods used to synthesize results and provide a rationale for the choice(s). 
	 Pages 6 & 14

	
	13e
	Describe any methods used to explore possible causes of heterogeneity among study results (e.g. subgroup analysis, meta-regression).
	 NA

	
	13f
	Describe any sensitivity analyses conducted to assess robustness of the synthesized results.
	 NA

	Reporting bias assessment
	14
	Describe any methods used to assess risk of bias due to missing results in a synthesis (arising from reporting biases).
	 NA

	Certainty assessment
	15
	Describe any methods used to assess certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for an outcome.
	 NA

	RESULTS
	

	Study selection
	16a
	Describe the results of the search and selection process, from the number of records identified in the search to the number of studies included in the review, ideally using a flow diagram.
	 Page 7

	
	16b
	Cite studies that might appear to meet the inclusion criteria, but which were excluded, and explain why they were excluded.
	 Page 6; Supplementary file 3

	Study characteristics
	17
	Cite each included study and present its characteristics.
	Table 2; Supplementary file S6

	Risk of bias in studies
	18
	Present assessments of risk of bias for each included study.
	 Pages 14- 15; Supplementary file S4

	Results of individual studies
	19
	For all outcomes, present, for each study: (a) summary statistics for each group (where appropriate) and (b) an effect estimate and its precision (e.g. confidence/credible interval), ideally using structured tables or plots.
	 NA

	Results of syntheses
	20a
	For each synthesis, briefly summarise the characteristics and risk of bias among contributing studies.
	 Pages 6 and 15

	
	20b
	Present results of narrative syntheses conducted. 
	 Pages 15-17

	
	20c
	Present results of all investigations of possible causes of heterogeneity among study results.
	 NA

	
	20d
	Present results of all sensitivity analyses conducted to assess the robustness of the synthesized results.
	 NA

	Reporting biases
	21
	Present assessments of risk of bias due to missing results (arising from reporting biases) for each synthesis assessed.
	 NA

	Certainty of evidence
	22
	Present assessments of certainty (or confidence) in the body of evidence for each outcome assessed.
	 Not conducted





	DISCUSSION
	

	Discussion
	23a
	Provide a general interpretation of the results in the context of other evidence.
	 Pages 17-19

	
	23b
	Discuss any limitations of the evidence included in the review.
	 Page 19-20

	
	23c
	Discuss any limitations of the review processes used.
	 Page 20

	
	23d
	Discuss implications of the results for practice, policy, and future research.

	 Pages 20-21

	OTHER INFORMATION
	

	Registration and protocol
	24a
	Provide registration information for the review, including register name and registration number.
	 Page 3

	
	24b
	Indicate where the review protocol can be accessed
	 Page 3

	
	24c
	Describe and explain any amendments to information provided at registration or in the protocol.
	  Page 3-4

	Support
	25
	Describe sources of financial or non-financial support for the review, and the role of the funders or sponsors in the review.
	  Yes 

	Competing interests
	26
	Declare any competing interests of review authors.
	  Yes

	Availability of data, code and other materials
	27
	Report which of the following are publicly available and where they can be found: template data collection forms; data extracted from included studies; data used for all analyses 
	 Can be made available upon request 









File S2. Full search strategy MEDLINE database
Ovid MEDLINE(R) <1946 to May Week 4 2023>
	#
	Query
	Searches conducted 
7 Jun 2023

	1
	exp Mass Media/
	47,869

	2
	exp Communications Media/
	385,437

	3
	Health Communication/
	3,196

	4
	exp Advertising/
	15,948

	5
	Social Marketing/
	2,525

	6
	((health or risk) adj3 (communicat* or advi?e or deliver* or disseminat*)).ab,ti,kw.
	61,656

	7
	(campaign* or messag* or advert*).ab,ti,kw.
	125,548

	8
	(Social marketing adj health services).ab,ti,kw.
	19

	9
	mass media.ab,ti,kw.
	5,948

	10
	(Leaflet* or booklet? or television? or radio or magazine? or newspaper? or online broadcast* or billboard or digital media).ab,ti,kw.
	84,027

	11
	((pict* or graphic* or imag* or visual* or health or product*) adj warning).ab,ti,kw.
	750

	12
	or/1-11
	623,238

	13
	Gambling/
	6,835

	14
	Gambling*.ab,ti,kw.
	7,760

	15
	13 or 14
	8,813

	16
	12 and 15
	478






1

File S3. List of excluded studies (after full-text screening) with reason(s)

1.	Irles DL, Perona VC. Prevención del juego de apuestas en adolescentes: Ensayo piloto de la eficacia de un programa escolar. Revista de psicología clínica con niños y adolescentes. 2019;6(3):55-61. Available from: https://dialnet.unirioja.es/servlet/articulo?codigo=7041028
Reason: Study published in Spanish. Also: Wrong intervention - Study evaluated an educational programme that was delivered as three sessions of 50 minutes each.
2.	Kolandai-Matchett K, Bellringer M, Landon J, Abbott M. A process evaluation of the ‘Aware’ and ‘Supportive Communities’ gambling harm-minimisation programmes in New Zealand. European Journal of Public Health. 2017;28(2):369-76. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1093/eurpub/ckx120.            Reason: Wrong intervention - Study topic was process evaluation of community-action based public health programmes (not media or education campaigns) to determine implementation effectiveness and inform improvement and future programme planning.
3.	Monaghan S, Blaszczynski A. Electronic Gaming Machine Warning Messages: Information versus Self-Evaluation. The Journal of Psychology. 2009;144(1):83-96. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980903356081. 
Reason: Study is a Review Article. The paper is a literature review of gambling product warning signs (including dynamic temporary messages that appear during play.

4.  Hing N. An assessment of member awareness, perceived adequacy and perceived effectiveness of responsible gambling strategies in Sydney clubs. Casino Community Benefit Fund for﻿ the New South Wales Government 2003. Source: https://researchportal.scu.edu.au/esploro/fulltext/report/An-assessment-of-member-awareness-perceived/991012822021502368?repId=1267297120002368&mId=1367456910002368&institution=61SCU_INST
Reason: Wrong intervention - The paper describes a study conducted to assess club members’ awareness, perceived adequacy and perceived effectiveness of responsible gambling strategies in Sydney clubs.
5. Schrans, T., Grace, J., & Schellinck, T. (2004). 2003 NS VL responsible gaming features evaluation. Final Report. Nova Scotia Gaming Corporation. https://www.alertbettorprotection.com/shared-files/6615/2003-NS-VL-RGF-Final-Report-Nov-9-2004-_2_-1.pdf 
Reason: Wrong intervention - The study evaluated a series of modifications introduced for video lottery terminals at the research site; the modifications were promoted as responsible gambling features and included pop-up messages.
6. Pietsch, B. 2023. E: A Multicenter, Cluster-Randomized Controlled Trial in Vocational Schools in Germany. International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 20(3), p.1970. https://www.mdpi.com/1660-4601/20/3/1970   
Reason: Wrong intervention - study investigated the effects of an App-based intervention program to reduce substance use, gambling, and digital media use in adolescents and young adults. 
7. Ladouceur, R. 2005. Modifying youths' perception toward pathological gamblers. Addictive Behaviours, 30(2), pp.351-354. 
Reason: Wrong intervention - intervention was a 20-minute video (educational intervention); not eligible as a public health messaging intervention.
8. Ferland, F. 2002. Prevention of problem gambling: Modifying misconceptions and increasing knowledge. Journal of gambling studies, 18, pp.19-29. Source: https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1014528128578 
Reason:  Wrong intervention - intervention was a 20 minute video (educational intervention); not eligible as a public health messaging intervention: 
9. Gainsbury, S. 2018. Strategies to customize responsible gambling messages: a review and focus group study. BMC public health, 18, pp.1-11. https://link.springer.com/article/10.1186/s12889-018-6281-0
Reason: Explorative research (not evaluating a messaging intervention)
10. Khazaal Y, Chatton A, Bouvard A, Khiari H, Achab S, Zullino D. Internet Poker Websites and Pathological Gambling Prevention Policy. Journal of Gambling Studies. 2013;29(1):51-9. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10899-011-9288-3. 
Reason: The paper is a Literature review. The review assessed the gambling-related prevention strategies of online poker websites.
11. Donati MA, Boncompagni J, Iraci Sareri G, Ridolfi S, Iozzi A, Cocci V, et al. Optimizing large-scale gambling prevention with adolescents through the development and evaluation of a training course for health professionals: The case of PRIZE. PLOS ONE. 2022;17(5):e0266825. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0266825. 
Reason: Wrong intervention - This two-study research evaluated (a) a training intervention for health professionals; and (b) the effectiveness of the intervention conducted in classrooms by the health professionals who had attended the training course. 
12. Merkouris SS, Hawker CO, Rodda SN, Youssef GJ, Dowling NA. GamblingLess: Curb Your Urge: Development and usability testing of a smartphone-delivered ecological momentary intervention for problem gambling. International Gambling Studies. 2020;20(3):515-38. Available from: https://doi.org/10.1080/14459795.2020.1749293. 
Reason: Wrong intervention-  Mobile phone app delivered intervention (set of 10 activities delivered over one week)  to various stakeholder groups (researchers, clinicians and consumers) to curb craving to gamble. 







File S4. Critical appraisal of studies 
Quasi-experimental studies (n=5) 

	Q1
	Is it clear in the study what is the ‘cause’ and what is the ‘effect’ (i.e. there is no confusion about which variable comes first)?

	Q2
	Were the participants included in any comparisons similar?

	Q3
	Were the participants included in any comparisons receiving similar treatment/care, other than the exposure or intervention of interest?

	Q4
	Was there a control group?

	Q5
	Were there multiple measurements of the outcome both pre and post the intervention/exposure?

	Q6
	Was follow up complete and if not, were differences between groups in terms of their follow up adequately described and analysed?

	Q7
	Were the outcomes of participants included in any comparisons measured in the same way?

	Q8
	Were outcomes measured in a reliable way?

	Q9
	Was appropriate statistical analysis used?



	Study ID
	Study author/ year
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q5
	Q6
	Q7
	Q8
	Q9
	Methodological quality 

	5
	Calderwood (2015)
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Not applicable
	No
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Not applicable
	Yes
	Yes
	High

	7
	Gallagher (2009)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	High

	6
	Najavits (2003)
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	No
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Not applicable
	Yes
	Yes
	High

	9
	Munoz (2012)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Not applicable
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	High

	8
	Munoz (2010)
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Not applicable
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	High



Cross-sectional analytical studies (n=4) 
	Q1
	Were the criteria for inclusion in the sample clearly defined?

	Q2
	Were the study subjects and the setting described in detail?

	Q3
	Was the exposure measured in a valid and reliable way?

	Q4
	Were objective, standard criteria used for measurement of the condition?

	Q5
	Were confounding factors identified?

	Q6
	Were strategies to deal with confounding factors stated?

	Q7
	Were the outcomes measured in a valid and reliable way?	

	Q8
	Was appropriate statistical analysis used?




	Study ID
	Study author/ year
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q5
	Q6
	Q7
	Q8
	Methodological quality 

	1
	Diehr (2018)
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Not applicable
	Yes
	Yes
	High

	4
	Mouneyrac(2017)
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Not applicable
	Yes
	Yes
	High

	2
	Magill (2013)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Not applicable
	Yes
	Yes
	High

	3
	Hall (2009)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Not applicable
	Not applicable
	Yes
	Yes
	High



Qualitative studies (n=1)
	Q 1
	Is there congruity between the stated philosophical perspective and the research methodology?

	Q2
	Is there congruity between the research methodology and the research question or objectives?

	Q3
	Is there congruity between the research methodology and the methods used to collect data?

	Q4
	Is there congruity between the research methodology and the representation and analysis of data?

	Q5
	Is there congruity between the research methodology and the interpretation of results?

	Q6
	Is there a statement locating the researcher culturally or theoretically?

	Q7
	Is the influence of the researcher on the research, and vice- versa, addressed?

	Q8
	Are participants, and their voices, adequately represented?	

	Q9
	Is the research ethical according to current criteria or, for recent studies, and is there evidence of ethical approval by an appropriate body?

	Q10
	Do the conclusions drawn in the research report flow from the analysis, or interpretation, of the data?



	Study ID
	Study author/ year
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q5
	Q6
	Q7
	Q8
	Q9
	Q10
	Methodological quality

	21
	Thomas (2012)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	yes
	High



Randomised controlled experimental studies (n= 11)

	Q1
	Was true randomization used for assignment of participants to treatment groups? (yes, if done by computer)

	Q2
	Was allocation to treatment groups concealed? (if randomised by computer, then mark as “not applicable”: NA)

	Q3
	Were treatment groups similar at the baseline? (unclear if not reported by trial arm; if imbalanced, then No)

	Q4
	Were participants blind to treatment assignment? (no for all studies)

	Q5
	Were those delivering treatment blind to treatment assignment? (if someone was giving participants information, then No; Yes, if by computer

	Q6
	Were outcomes assessors blind to treatment assignment? (unclear if not mentioned whether the people analysing the data were blinded)

	Q7
	Were treatment groups treated identically other than the intervention of interest?	

	Q8
	Did all participants who started the survey complete it? (if not reported, then unclear)

	Q9
	Were participants analysed in the groups to which they were randomized? (yes, if there was no switching of groups within the experiment)

	Q10
	Were outcomes measured in the same way for treatment groups? (yes, if used same questions for different arms)

	Q11
	Were outcomes measured in the same way across arms?

	Q12
	Was appropriate statistical analysis used?

	Q13
	Was the trial design appropriate, and any deviations from the standard RCT design accounted for in the conduct and analysis? (Yes, if suitable for the aim of the individual experiments)

	
	



	Study ID
	Study author/ year
	Q1
	Q2
	Q3
	Q4
	Q5
	Q6
	Q7
	Q8
	Q9
	Q10
	Q11
	Q12
	Q13
	Methodological quality

	16
	Newall 2019
	Yes
	NA
	Unclear
	No
	Yes
	Unclear
	Yes
	Unclear
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Medium

	14
	Newall 2020a
	Yes
	NA
	Unclear
	No
	Yes
	Unclear
	Yes
	Unclear
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Medium

	15
	Newall 2020
	Yes
	NA
	Unclear
	No
	Yes
	Unclear
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Medium

	12
	Newall 2021
	Yes
	NA
	Unclear
	No
	Yes
	Unclear
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Medium

	11
	Newall 2022
	Yes
	NA
	Unclear
	No
	Yes
	Unclear
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Medium

	10
	Newall 2023
	Yes
	NA
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Unclear
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	High

	13
	Horn 2021
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Unclear
	No
	No
	Unclear
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Low

	20
	Ladouceur 2000
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Unclear
	No
	No
	Unclear
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Low

	17
	Walker 2019
	Yes
	NA
	Unclear
	No
	Yes
	Unclear
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Medium

	18
	Orazi 2015
	Yes
	NA
	Unclear
	No
	Yes
	Unclear
	Yes
	Unclear
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Medium

	19
	Steenberg 2004
	Unclear
	Unclear
	Yes
	No
	No
	Unclear
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Medium





File S5. Outcomes reported by the included studies
	Study
	Exposure outcomes  
	Cognitive outcomes 
	Behaviour outcomes 

	Messaging aimed at/ intended for the general population


	Diehr (2018)
(Diehr et al., 2018) 
	Message appeal; Understanding and agreement with message
	

	

	Calderwood (2015)(Calderwood & Wellington, 2015) 
	Awareness of support services
	
	

	Magill (2013)

	Awareness and recall of campaign and of key messages; views about the messages 
	
	Gambling consumption, help-seeking, supporting someone experiencing gambling related harms 

	Thomas (2012)
(Thomas et al., 2012) 
	Views about campaign strategy and the messages
	
	

	Hall (2009)
	Awareness and recall of campaign and of key messages; views about the messages
	
	Gambling consumption, help-seeking, supporting someone experiencing gambling related harms

	Najavits (2003)
	Awareness and recall of campaign; views about the messages
	Knowledge of gambling risks and problem gambling

	

	Ladouceur (2000) (Ladouceur et al., 2000) 
	Views about the message
	Knowledge of gambling risks and problem gambling, and of support services

	

	Messaging aimed at reduction of gambling related harm


	Newall (2023)
(Philip Newall et al., 2023) 
	
	
	Gambling behaviours 

	Newall (2022)
(P. W. Newall et al., 2022) 
	
	
	Gambling behaviours

	Newall (2019)
(Philip Newall et al., 2019) 
	
	
	Gambling behaviours

	Mouneyrac (2017) 
	Preventative and communicative value of messages
	
	

	Orazi (2015)

	
	Attitudes toward engaging in gambling 
	Intention to gamble


	Gambling product warning labels


	 Study

	Exposure outcomes
	Cognitive outcomes
	

	Newall (2021) 
	
	Beliefs (chances of winning)
	

	Horn (2021)
(Horn et al., 2021)
	Understanding of the message
	
	

	Newall (2020b) 
(Newall et al., 2020) 
	Understanding of the message
	Beliefs (chances of winning)
	

	Newall (2020a)
(Newall et al., 2020) 
	Understanding of the message
	Beliefs (chances of winning)
	

	Walker (2019)
(Walker et al., 2019) 
	
	Beliefs (chances of winning)
	Gambling behaviour/ intention

	Munoz (2012)
(Muñoz et al., 2013) 
	
	Beliefs (risks, response efficacy, self-efficacy), emotion, attitude
	Intention to gamble

	Gallagher (2011) 
	
	Beliefs (chances of winning)
	Gambling behaviours


	Munoz (2010)
(Munoz et al., 2010) 
	
	Beliefs (risks, response efficacy, self-efficacy), emotion, attitude
	Intention to gamble

	Steenberg (2004) 
	
	Knowledge of risks; Beliefs (self-efficacy)
	Gambling behaviours




