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Supplemental table S2: Risk of bias assessment (Cochrane Collaboration’s Risk of Bias tool for

assessing risk of bias in randomised trials)?®

Study (first author & year)

Basch et al 2016>°

Berry et al 2014%°

Boele et al 2018°*

Bgrgsund et al 2014%°

Carpenter et al 2014*

Compen et al 2018%

David et al 20112

Denis et al 2017>°

Donovan et al 20145

Key: Domains of bias

. Low risk

?

Unclear risk . High risk

Selection bias

1. Random sequence
generation.

2. Allocation
concealment.

Performance bias

3. Blinding of
participants and
personnel.

Galiano-Castillo et al 2016°2

Giesler et al 2017%7

Greer et al 2019%

Gustafson et al 2008%°

Gustafson et al 2013

Huang et al 2019*

Kim et al 20183

Knoerl et al 2018%

Nipp et al 2019°7

O'Carroll Bantum et al 20144

Owen et al 2017%

Petzel et al 2018%

Post et al 2013°8

Ritterband et al 20124

Rosen et al 2018

Ruland et al 2010*°

Ruland et al 2013%

Ryhdnen et al 20136¢

Stanton et al 2013%

Steel et al 20163

Strasser et al 2016°*

Urech et al 2018%

Velikova et al 20045*

Vilhauer et al 201083

Wise et al 20183

Yanez et al 2015%

Zernicke et al 2014°°
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Zhu et al 2018*

Detection bias

4. Blinding of outcome
assessment.

Attrition bias

5. Incomplete outcome
data.

Reporting bias

6. Selective outcome
reporting.

Other bias

7. E.g. baseline
imbalance, blocked
randomisation in
unblinded trials,
design-specific risks.




