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ABSTRACT

ARTICLE HISTORY

Diverse funding sources, including the government, nonprofit, and industry sectors support academic
research, generally, and gambling research, specifically. This funding allows academic researchers to
assess gambling-related problems in populations, evaluate tools designed to encourage responsible
gambling behaviors, and develop evidence-based recommendations for gambling-related topics. Some
stakeholders have raised concern about industry-funded research. These critics argue that industry
funding might influence the research process. Such concerns have led to the development of research
guidelines that aim to preserve academic independence. Concurrently and independently, researchers
have begun to embrace ‘Open Science’ practices (e.g. pre-registration of research questions and
hypotheses, open access to materials and data) to foster transparency and create a valid, reliable, and
replicable scientific literature. We suggest that Open Science principles and practices can be integrated
with existing guidelines for industry-funded research to ensure that the research process is ethical,
transparent, and unbiased. In the current paper, we engage with the aforementioned issues and present a formal framework to guide industry-funded research. We outline Guidelines for Research
Independence and Transparency (GRIT), which integrates Open Science practices with existing guidelines for industry-funded research. Specifically, we describe how particular Open Science practices can
enhance industry-funded research, including research pre-registration, separation of confirmatory and
exploratory analyses, open materials, open data availability, and open access to study manuscripts. We
offer our guidelines in the context of industry-funded gambling studies, yet researchers can extend
these ideas to the behavioral sciences, more generally, and to funding sources of any type.
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Two recent academic discussions have raised important
questions about research integrity and transparency in the
behavioral sciences. First, the research replication crisis provoked methodological self-reflection among scientists representing numerous research domains, including social
psychology, marketing, biomedicine, and more (e.g. Open
Science Collaboration 2015; Camerer et al. 2016, 2018;
Coiera et al. 2018; Hutson 2018). Such deliberation helped
identify a variety of so-called questionable research practices
(Simmons et al. 2011; Wicherts et al. 2016) and helped
advance a variety of novel open science principles and practices to guide research (Cumming 2014; Nosek et al. 2015).
The hope is that such consideration will strengthen research
tactics and strategies in a way that increases the likelihood
of a more robust and reliable published research literature.
Second, observations about the prevalence of industry
funding in addiction-related research, generally, and gambling-related research, specifically, has triggered a vigorous
discussion of the potential for research funding sources, particularly industry funding sources, to bias researchers and
research products (Adams 2007, 2011; Cassidy 2014;
Griffiths and Auer 2015; Wohl and Wood 2015; Collins
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et al. 2019; Ladouceur et al. 2019). Such dialog frequently
calls for bans on industry funding (Catford 2012;
Livingstone and Adams 2016; Hancock and Smith 2017),
but occasionally has advanced recommendations to guide
industry-funded research (e.g. Kim et al. 2016). To date,
there has been little consideration about how these academic
discussions and their associated sets of recommendations
might complement each other and act in concert to advance
research integrity and transparency. Recognizing this need,
in the current commentary we briefly summarize the debate
about gambling industry funding and discuss the importance
of supporting transparency in science. We conclude by offering guidelines for healthy and independent, funded research
that integrates open science practices with research ethics
recommendations.

Gambling research and industry funding
Gambling industry support of and involvement with gambling research is common (see Ladouceur et al. 2019; Reilly
2019). This support includes providing researchers with
access to gamblers who visit their gambling venues, making
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data available for research purposes, and direct funding of
research. This funding trend is very similar to other academic disciplines, such as medicine, engineering, and information technology, which also receive a substantial amount
of research funds from industry partners (Atkinson 2018).
Industry funding allows for the maintenance and expansions
of research programs, technological advancements, and scientific innovation (Bozeman and Gaughan 2007; see review
of industry funding of science in Perkmann et al. 2013;
Wright et al. 2014), as well as training graduate students
and knowledge mobilization. However, some critics have
raised concerns that industry funding can bias researchers
(e.g. researchers might shift their research design, their data
analytic plan, or interpretation of their results in a way that
aligns with the gambling industry’s desire to place gambling
in a positive light), which taints the integrity of the scientific
literature (see Sismondo 2008).
There is a good reason to be vigilant about industryfunded research. Documentation of industry research abuses
in pharmaceutical (Goldacre 2014), tobacco (Tong and
Glantz 2007), and food and nutrition studies (Chartres et al.
2016) supports the notion that, without caution, the research
process can be corrupted. For instance, Kearns et al. (2016)
reported that the sugar industry during the 1960s and 70s
used financial incentives and contracts to compel researchers
to publish studies downplaying the role of sugar in the
development of cardiovascular disease.1 More recently,
researchers have warned of research bias in industry-funded
concussion research (Fainaru-Wada and Fainaru 2017) and
industry-funded research on causes of climate change
(Basken 2016). Although it is debatable, observations such as
these have led some (e.g. Cassidy 2014) to argue that gambling industry-funded research should be interpreted with
skepticism and, by extension, gambling researchers should
not accept funds from the gambling industry to conduct
their research.
Empirical assessments of actual industry bias in gambling
research are scant, and this issue requires further study (e.g.
Ladouceur et al. 2019; Shaffer et al. 2019). Despite the limited data available for this issue, there has been considerable
debate among gambling public health stakeholders about
whether researchers should accept industry funds to conduct
their research. Hancock and Smith (2017) are among the
researchers who oppose industry funding of gambling
research. They argue that gambling industry funding is damaging to the scientific advancement of gambling as a public
health issue. Other critics have suggested that industry funding has the potential to create pressure to arrive at conclusions that place gambling and the gambling industry in a
positive light (see Orford 2017; Cowlishaw and Thomas
2018). Likewise, Kim et al. (2016) argue that industry funding potentially can influence the topics that researchers
address. Specifically, they suggest that industry-funded
research tends to neglect studies about the adverse
1

Other researchers have debated these findings on industry bias from the
sugar industry (Johns and Oppenheimer 2018), instead suggesting that Kearns
et al.’s (2016) findings should be understood within the scientific discourse
and norms during that historical period.

consequences of gambling. Adams (2011) puts forth a particularly damning argument by arguing that industry-funded
research is inherently unethical because a portion of these
funds are from losses incurred by problem gamblers. These
opinions are not, however, universal.
We suggest, as do others (Blaszczynski and Gainsbury
2014; Kim et al. 2016; Ladouceur et al. 2016; Collins et al.
2019), that when properly managed, industry funding can
provide significant benefits for researchers, policymakers,
and individual gamblers. As a supplement to government,
organizational, and other extramural funding sources, or as
a replacement in some cases (like in Ontario where the provincial government has ceased funding gambling research
with profits from the gambling industry despite having a
mandate to do so), industry funding can allow more scholars
to investigate key public health issues and the consequences
of gambling for diverse populations across the world. Also,
whereas academic research often is misinterpreted (e.g.
Lambert 2007; Yamashita and Brown 2017), partnerships
between academics and the gambling industry can help
avoid the potential spread of inaccurate and/or inappropriate
interpretations of the academic literature by nonacademic
industry consultants hired to summarize research or design
responsible gambling advertisements and programs.
Moreover, industry stakeholders can provide unique datasets
to researchers with actual gambling records, and access to
subpopulations of individual gamblers who would be difficult or impossible to obtain data from otherwise.
Partnerships provide an additional pathway through which
industry representatives can convey their concerns related to
problem gambling and insights regarding gambling more
generally. Finally, by leveraging research findings from
industry-funded research, stakeholders can work with companies to quickly implement evidence-based policies and
practices to reduce problem gambling and also improve corporate responsible gambling programs with empirical evaluations of existing programs.

Guidelines for accepting industry funding
We believe the benefits of accepting research funds from the
gambling industry outweigh the real or perceived costs.
Perhaps this is because we have first-hand experience with
how a well-structured funding relationship with the gambling industry (or other funding bodies) can advance knowledge while avoiding the potential pitfalls. This occurs when
there are clear limits and boundaries on that relationship.
Our respective research centers are diversely funded
research, education, training, and outreach entities. We have
accepted funding from federal and state/provincial government sources, from private entities, from nonprofit industryaligned funding organizations, and directly from gambling
industry companies. The diversity of our funding has led
some to question our research and our ethics (Sch€
ull 2012;
Hancock and Smith 2017). However, members of both
research centers have worked hard to ensure that we produce objective and independent research products regardless
of funding source (Wohl and Wood 2015; LaPlante et al.
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2019). Indeed, some of our most important work has relied
on industry collaboration and funding. Consider, for
example, the Division on Addiction’s research using actual
gambling records from online betting and gaming services
(e.g. LaBrie et al. 2007; Nelson et al. 2019) and the Carleton
University Gambling Laboratory’s development and testing
of responsible gambling tools (Wohl et al. 2010, 2017).2
Researchers who engage in collaborations with industry
need to adhere to clear and unwavering academic independence principles. What does this mean in practice?3 Adams’
(2007) PERIL model suggests that researchers can evaluate
their risk of ‘moral jeopardy’ by considering five primary
characteristics of their industry-funded work: Purpose,
Extent, Relevant harm, Identifiers, and Link to donor.
‘Purpose’ refers to the suggestion that using funds from the
gambling industry would conflict with researchers’ public
good goals, but the risk of moral jeopardy is mitigated to
some extent when gambling funds come from a funder that
also has a public good role, such as gambling funds from
the government as opposed to a company. ‘Extent’ refers to
researchers’ dependence upon the industry funds for their
work, with greater dependence creating greater risk.
‘Relevant harm’ refers to how much harm is associated with
the particular product (e.g. lottery tickets versus electronic
gaming machines) that generates the funds for research purposes. ‘Identifiers’ refers to the visibility of the funder for a
research product. The model suggests that both visibility
and invisibility create risk: providing supporting public relations material to the industry and failing to declare pertinent
associations, respectively. Finally, ‘Link to donor’ refers to
the directness of the association between a researcher and
the funder, with stronger links with no intermediary body
creating more moral jeopardy.
More recently, Kim et al. (2016) suggested six general
guidelines for researchers who intend to receive funding
from the gambling industry. First, gambling researchers
should ensure that they are familiar with ethical principles
of science and potential issues with receiving funding from
industry. Second, all research should be conducted autonomously and without future consequences from the funder
based on the nature of the results. Third, a risk-benefit analysis should be conducted prior to accepting funding from
industry, ensuring that the potential benefits of the research
outweigh potential risks. Fourth, any conflicts of interest
should be clearly stated and these perceived or actual conflicts of interest must not interfere with the scientific integrity of the research process. Fifth, research funding sources
should be made clear in the informed consent process of
enrolling research participants. Sixth, any current or past
funding sources should be made clear and explicitly stated
2

In the spirit of these efforts to provide objective and influential research, the
Division on Addiction demonstrated an early commitment to transparency and
open science practices through data sharing, especially for its industry-funded
research output (see Shaffer et al. 2009; www.thetransparencyproject.org).
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in any research documents, to mitigate the potential for conflicts of interest or lack of disclosure of such information.
Likewise, an unpublished code of ethics for gambling
research and accompanying framework for engaging in low
risk activities, The Auckland Code (Cassidy and Markham
2018), suggests that researchers and other key stakeholders
should follow the HEART code of ethics: Honesty,
Excellence, Accountability, Rigor, and Transparency. In brief,
these principles suggest that research be completed in honest
environments that strive for research excellence and integrity
by investigators, but maintain accountability to the public
good, experimental rigor of a high order, and the promotion
of transparency for the research process. The companion
framework proposes low risk approaches for 12 research
indicators. For example, regarding academic freedoms, the
framework suggests low risk when a funder places ‘no
restrictions on academic freedoms,’ medium risk when
‘academic freedoms [are] limited in some respects,’ and high
risk in the cases where there are ‘restrictions placed upon
academic freedoms.’
To date, the evaluation of gambling industry funding
research guidelines such as these is absent from the literature.
Therefore, although such guidelines derive from expert opinion, common sense strategies, and conventional wisdom, it is
unclear whether they are associated with producing a more
objective and trustworthy research literature. Uncritically,
these guidelines and others like them, are plausibly important
to establishing effective principles of research conduct; however, for some, questions might remain about whether they
go far enough to protect research integrity and whether some
contemporary practices might provide added value or even
surpass the value of some recommendations. In the remainder of this commentary, we argue that contemporary research
practices that advance open science can further protect
researcher independence, and the trustworthiness and replicability of the research they produce.

Integrating open science practices and principles
into industry funding guidelines
Major gambling industry funding guidelines and recommendations have not explicitly considered the value of different open
science practices and what types of protections they might
provide to the research process.4 ‘Open Science’ practices are
designed to increase the transparency of scientific research
practices (Cumming 2014; Open Science Collaboration 2015).
This growing movement is intended to increase the quality of
scientific research by improving and standardizing methods,
while also ensuring that a robust body of high quality and replicable research findings is created. These practices include
research pre-registration (i.e. specifying the research plan
before beginning analyses), as well as open data (i.e. posting
datasets publicly), open access (i.e. posting scientific articles

3

Notably, this commentary restricts its discussion to published transdisciplinary
guidelines for gambling industry funding; however, other discipline-specific
professional codes of ethics, such as for the American Psychological
Association (https://www.apa.org/ethics/code/), also have some relevance to
this discussion.

4

Some models have highlighted the importance of transparency in industryresearcher collaborations (e.g., the HEART model), yet no research to our
knowledge has directly identified benefits of specific open science practices
for industry-funded studies in the gambling domain.
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publicly for free), and open materials (i.e. posting analytic
code and/or survey documents publicly on an online archive).
Whereas gambling industry funding research guidelines
have yet to be evaluated empirically, some research has evaluated how open science principles and practices shift the
published research literature. To illustrate, accounts of publication bias (i.e. when the outcome of a study influences
whether it is published, usually with respect to the statistical
significance of the findings) in the psychology literature are
one of many driving factors for open science advocacy
(Simonsohn et al. 2014; Munaf
o et al. 2017). In opposition
to this practice, a core open science principle suggests that
publication decisions should not depend on the statistical
significance of study outcomes, which leads to an unbalanced literature (Ioannidis 2005). Registered reports (i.e. a
specific publication strategy by which peer review of hypotheses, research methods, and analytic strategy, prior to data
collection, are integral to publication decisions) are a type of
open science practice that advocates believe will help reduce
publication bias. A recent comparison of the standard psychology literature with studies published using registered
reports observed that whereas a standard publication process
yielded a 96% confirmation rate of the first hypothesis in a
published paper, the rate drops to just 44% in registered
reports (Scheel et al. 2020). This pattern of findings suggests
that failures to confirm hypotheses are underreported in the
published literature; using registered reports could help correct this problem. This finding provides support for the
notion that this open science practices can help generate a
more accurate body of scientific evidence.
Assuming that open science can contribute to the development of a more replicable, balanced, and trustworthy
research literature, it is worth considering how best to integrate open science practices with existing gambling research
guidelines. Figure 1 illustrates the Guidelines for Research
Independence and Transparency (GRIT) model; this figure
displays how open science principles and practices can be
integrated into one of the gambling field’s set of guidelines
for appropriate use of industry funding. We contend that
three core open science principles, operationalized by five
open science practices, integrate well with the Kim et al.
(2016) guidelines for using industry funding. More specifically, we suggest that, in addition to the existing six guidelines from Kim et al. (2016), researchers also should follow
open science principles related to (1) research development,
(2) research reporting, and (3) research open access.
Although open science principles and practices are valuable,
regardless of industry funding status, we expand on these
central ways that specific open science practices might help
protect academic-industry research arrangements in the
next section.
Specific open science practices to protect against
funding-related research bias
Gambling researchers have suggested that open science practices can provide several important benefits for gambling
research (Blaszczynski and Gainsbury 2019; LaPlante 2019;

Wohl et al. 2019). These practices include, but are not limited to (1) research pre-registration, (2) separation of prespecified (i.e. confirmatory) and ad hoc (i.e. exploratory)
analyses, (3) open access study materials, (4) open data
availability, and (5) open access to published research studies. Open science advocates developed these practices to help
manage a variety of so-called questionable research practices
that are associated with poor reproducibility and replicability
(see Wicherts et al. 2016). Some of these questionable
research practices include ad hoc or post hoc modification of
variables included in statistical models to obtain significant
results (i.e. p-hacking), hypothesizing after results are known
(i.e. HARKing; Kerr 1998), omitting results from publications after not finding statistical significance, and in extreme
cases outright fabrication or falsification of data. This section
will describe each of the above five open science practices in
detail and discuss potential ways that they could mitigate
the potential for direct or indirect funding bias.
First, research pre-registration refers to the public process
of posting all planned hypotheses, research protocols and
anticipated analytic plans, funding descriptions, and conflict
of interest statements prior to initiating any steps of the
research process (Yamada 2018). This practice could increase
public confidence in industry-funded research because a
detailed research plan is posted to a third-party research
archive, such as the Open Science Framework (see OSF.io),
publicly before beginning the study. Due to time-stamping
features of such websites, researchers cannot secretly modify
their plans while a study is in progress in response to input
from an industry sponsor. Timestamps should provide further confidence that research data are not analyzed in a way
that searches for industry-friendly outcomes if initial
hypotheses are not confirmed. It is important to note that
researchers can change their pre-registrations following their
public posting in the form of ‘Transparent Changes’ documents; however, these changes usually are minor and require
considerable documentation of their nature, rationale, and
potential effects on the results. Open science research development principles themselves preclude large-scale changes to
the pre-registered research plan, such as changing research
questions or hypotheses, not reporting certain results (e.g.
results unfavorable to the industry sponsor), or modifying
analyses to increase the significance of desired outcomes (i.e.
p-hacking).
Second, open science reporting principles recommend
separating and clearly labeling confirmatory and exploratory
analyses, and further separating exploratory analyses into
planned and unplanned analyses. Doing so accrues several
benefits for the quality of the research study itself and for
reducing industry bias (Wagenmakers et al. 2012; Mayo
2018; Nosek et al. 2018; Lakens 2019). Identifying hypotheses as confirmatory means that the researcher has a theoretical or empirical justification for specifying the direction of a
particular hypothesis. In contrast, exploratory results are
those that are based on serendipitous, significant relationships found in the data. By separating these two types of
hypotheses and analyses, readers can have greater confidence
that the results labeled as confirmatory were based on
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Figure 1. Guidelines for Research Independence and Transparency (GRIT).

planned hypotheses, were not the results of HARKing, and
were not influenced by industry pressure to modify interpretations of the results. Moreover, any exploratory results that
were added due to industry input would be labeled as
exploratory. This labeling makes it clear to avoid identifying
them as final or robust results, and instead to designate
them as directions for future research and independent replication5 in a confirmatory study. Hence, these practices provide clarity about which published results hold greater
weight at a particular point in time.
Third, open access study materials refers to the practice
of public documentation and archiving of researchers’ notebooks, questionnaires, analytic code, and other resources,
like experimental research vignettes, photos, videos, etc.
Making such resources openly available provides a level of
research transparency that is uncommon in behavioral science, regardless of funding source. Because failing to follow
such practices creates real limits to research replication and
reproducibility, it follows that using such practices mitigates
those limits. Therefore, research studies that engage in open
materials practices, especially those that also engage in open
data practices, quickly can be subjected to independent
third-party review for accuracy. Furthermore, archiving of
researchers’ notebooks provides an inside look at the decisions and influences over research over time. Together, such
practices should provide added confidence that fundingrelated research abuses and tampering are minimized.
Fourth, open data refers to the practice of posting deidentified and anonymized data used to conduct analyses for
a particular research project with Institutional Review Board
5

For a detailed discussion of replicability and the importance of replication in
the addiction sciences more broadly, see Heirene (In Press; DOI:10.1080/
16066359.2020.1751130).

approval and in compliance with privacy regulations (Gewin
2016). This practice enables researchers to better understand
how industry funding could influence results by checking
the accuracy of reported data analyses and by conducting
meta-scientific studies (e.g. scoping reviews and/or metaanalyses).6 In addition, open data practices make otherwise
difficult to obtain research datasets (e.g. player records from
online gambling services or player card gambling records of
land-based gambling services) available to any researcher.
Even those researchers who do not use gambling industry
funding can access such datasets and judge for themselves
whether publications are accurate or evaluate new research
questions not yet addressed in the published literature.
Ultimately, this accelerates the pace of the science
of gambling.
Fifth, open access to research publications through preprints (e.g. on PsyArXiv) and open access publishing practices can expedite the speed with which results reach the public, other researchers, government representatives, public
health stakeholders, and industry funders. This practice also
provides free access to study findings to more stakeholders
who otherwise might not have access, including policy makers and individual gamblers. Proponents of open access
practices have identified other benefits of making research
available to all without paywalls, including greater rates of
scientific innovation due to more rapid and universal access
to the latest research findings (Houghton 2009) and access
6

Open data provides some general benefits, as well. Unfortunately, reporting
errors in published scientific studies do occur (Nuijten et al. 2016). Making
data open allows others to reproduce published findings and identify such
errors. There is also more than one way a data set can be analyzed, and the
data analytic choices a researcher makes can influence results (for a discussion
see Silberzahn et al. 2018).
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Within the context of diverse funding portfolios that could
include industry funding, open science practices provide
important protections for the scientific integrity of the

research produced. Although previous research has suggested that data transparency and open science might be an
important way of buttressing gambling industry-academic
collaboration (Shaffer et al. 2009; LaPlante et al. 2019), until
now, no one has explained how this might be the case. To
fill this gap, in this commentary, we outlined the GRIT
guidelines for transparent collaboration between industry
and academic researchers. These guidelines integrate key
open science practices to provide best practice recommendations and explain how these practices can provide important
safeguards in the research process.
In many countries, government support for research continues to fall. By some estimates, less than 50% of active
research is publicly funded (Mervis 2017). Industry is providing some funding to supplement8 government grants, but
with it has come considerable concern about the integrity of
the resulting research. Of course, as researchers, we would
be doing a disservice to our profession if we discounted the
possibility that research funded by the gambling industry
reports findings that are different from similar research that
was not funded by the gambling industry. However, this
possibility only can be addressed with empirical data. The
few available empirical assessments of the impact of gambling industry funding on published research have not identified any systematic differences (e.g. Ladouceur et al. 2019),
but more work is needed in this area to confirm these findings. Nonetheless, adding open science practices as an essential tool for best research practices will provide added
protection against such a possibility. We call on all researchers in the gambling field to adopt open sciences practices
regardless of whether they accept gambling industry funds.
These practices become critically important when investigators accept gambling industry funds to conduct research.
At the same time, simply advocating for or using the
GRIT guidelines is not enough. Future studies should evaluate the use of the guidelines and their influence on research
quality, similar to evaluations of new open science practices
(e.g. Anvari and Lakens 2018; Scheel et al. 2020). By working together to better understand and refine guidelines for
industry-funded research, researchers both within and outside of the field of gambling studies can produce high-quality, unbiased, and impactful scholarly work.
Lastly, although this commentary has focused on the concerns associated with gambling industry funding, it is
important to note that the arguments for regular use of
open science principles and practices logically extend to any
funding source (e.g. nonprofit, government). Researchers
should protect their independence, autonomy, objectivity,
and commitment to transparency regardless of the funding
source. Along with creativity, innovation, systematic reflection, and empirical rigor, research funding is part of the lifeblood of academia. Without funds to remunerate
participants, purchase equipment, provide stipends for
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to articles by practicing clinicians who can quickly translate
research findings into improving patient care (Bj€
ork 2017).
Scientific research that is locked away in professional journals or stored in nonpublic industry reports provides
restricted health value to society.
Limitations
Although there are clear advantages to using open science
practices for minimizing the potential for bias associated
with industry funding, open science practices are not a
panacea for research bias. First, open science does not prevent the possibility that industry stakeholders can play a role
in influencing research agendas, for example, by focusing
requests for proposals on safe topics. One way that the
research community could protect against this is by educating stakeholders about the value of diverse research questions and by advancing multi-disciplinary programs and
projects. Second, researchers who post pre-registrations and
pre-prints publicly reveal their plans and findings prior to
formal publication. Typically, when using independent scientific research practices, such information should be embargoed from funders to avoid intentional or unintentional
influence. However, because such documents are public
within an open science model, the transparency of such
actions mitigates the potential complications of this quicker
timeline for research dissemination. Nonetheless, posting
such documentation7 opens the door for potential influence
and researchers should be mindful of this possibility.
Third, researchers also could fail to adhere to their preregistered research plan and results. This could occur for a
variety of reasons, including complying with reviewer
requests, exploring the possibility of a new insight, or purposely engaging in questionable research practices. In fact,
research shows that adherence to pre-registered plans often
is limited (Boccia et al. 2016; Claesen et al. 2019) and
researchers still utilize RDoF when conducting pre-registered
research (Veldkamp et al. 2017). It is imperative that
researchers document any change to the pre-registration
plan and provide a detailed explanation for any variance. To
this point, researchers need to remember that the issue with
pre-registration deviation is not so much whether it is done,
but how it is done. Transparent deviations allow readers to
understand the motives and impetus behind changes and
then judge for themselves what weight to give published findings.

Concluding thoughts

Although open science principles and practices support the public posting of
research pre-registrations, there are tools available on the Open Science
Framework that allow for a temporary embargo period for a pre-registration.
By embargoing a pre-registration, the research plan and metadata (e.g.,
timestamp) are preserved, yet third parties, such as industry funders, are not
able to view the research plan for a specified period of time (e.g. 6 months).

Very recently (as of writing this article during May 2020), levels of gambling
industry funding have declined due to the COVID-19 pandemic. For example,
the International Center for Responsible Gambling (ICRG) cancelled all funding
opportunities for the year 2020. Researchers should closely follow these
developments, because they will likely influence industry-funded research for
years to come.

ADDICTION RESEARCH & THEORY

graduate students, and hire research staff, the ability for academics to conduct empirical research and disseminate their
findings becomes difficult. We suggest that balancing funding guidelines with open science principles and practices can
help researchers to better navigate their way to producing
replicable research.
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