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Supplementary Table 1  

The following tables show our assessment of the risk of bias in each of the primary studies. 

This was done using the Cochrane collaboration’s tool for assessing risk of bias. We hope the 

reviewers find this information useful. 

Bender & Geirsson, 2006 

Randomisation LOW Quote: “random number tables” p.482 

Comment: Acceptable method of randomization. 

Allocation concealment UNCLEAR Comment: Insufficient information to permit 

judgment. 

Blinding of participants and 

personnel 

UNCLEAR Quote: “women were not made aware of their 

assignments” p.482 

Comment: Participants were unaware of the 

study group to which they had been allocated; 

however, easily broken as no precautions 

described to prevent discussion amongst 

participants. Blinding of personnel not reported. 

Blinding of outcome 

assessment 

UNCLEAR Comment: Blinding of outcome assessor not 

reported or described, so insufficient information 

to permit judgment. 

Incomplete outcome data HIGH Comment: 9.5% difference in loss to follow-up 

between intervention and control groups; high risk 

of bias defined as >5% difference. 

Selective reporting UNCLEAR Comment: All outcomes reported included in 

discussion, whether significant or not. However, 

without the trial protocol, it is unclear whether any 

outcomes were measured but not reported based 

on the results. 

Other bias HIGH Quote: “did not yield identical groups” p.483 

Comment: Study groups were significantly 

different in terms of age, child-bearing and 

previous abortions, which may have impacted 

results. 

 

Carneiro et al, 2011 

Randomisation LOW Quote: “random number tables by an 

independent statistician” p.378 

Comment: Acceptable method of randomization. 

Allocation concealment UNCLEAR Quote: “provider informed of allocation after 
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admission interview” p.378 

Comment: Insufficient information to permit 

judgment. 

Blinding of participants and 

personnel 

UNCLEAR Quote: “women were not aware of their 

assignments” p.378 

Comment: Participants unaware of the study 

group to which they had been allocated; however, 

easily broken as no precautions described to 

prevent discussion amongst participants. Blinding 

of personnel (information provider) reported, but 

not described in detail. 

Blinding of outcome 

assessment 

UNCLEAR Comment: Blinding of outcome assessor not 

reported or described, so insufficient information 

to permit judgment. 

Incomplete outcome data UNCLEAR Comment: 6.5% difference in loss to follow-up 

between study groups, considered high risk by 

the authors. Intention-to-treat analysis performed 

however, reducing risk of attrition bias impacting 

upon results. 

Selective reporting UNCLEAR Comment: All outcomes reported included in 

discussion, whether significant or not. However, 

without the trial protocol, it is unclear whether any 

outcomes were measured but not reported based 

on the results. 

Other bias HIGH Quote: “overestimation of intervention effect” 

p.382 

Comment: Study limited by reporting surrogate 

end-points (acceptance rate and use of 

contraceptive methods) rather than the outcome 

of interest (subsequent abortion); trialists report 

overestimating effect of intervention. 

 

Langston et al, 2010 

Randomisation LOW Quote: “Random-number table… for 1:1 

allocation constrained by blocks of 10” p.363 

Comment: Acceptable method of 

randomization. 

Allocation concealment LOW Quote: “numbered, opaque envelopes”; “opened 

sequentially numbered envelope after 

completing informed consent” p.363 

Comment: Robust allocation concealment; 



3 
 

unlikely that participants and personnel could 

foresee study group assignment. 

Blinding of participants and 

personnel 

LOW Quote: “No blinding of participants or 

coordinators feasible due to the nature of the 

intervention”; “Physician providers did not know 

the participant’s allocation group, did not discuss 

the study with patients, and were asked not to 

change their counseling” p.363 

Comment: Trialists explained difficulty in 

blinding participants to nature of study, and in 

blinding coordinators. Blinding of provider 

described and acceptable. 

Blinding of outcome 

assessment 

HIGH Quote: “No blinding of… coordinators” p.363 

Comment: High risk of detection bias, as 

coordinators responsible for follow-up data 

collection. 

Incomplete outcome data LOW Comment: 0.9% difference in loss to follow-up 

between study groups, considered low risk by 

authors. 

Selective reporting LOW Comment: All outcomes reported included in 

discussion, whether significant or not. However, 

without the trial protocol, it is unclear whether 

any outcomes were measured but not reported 

based on the results. 

Other bias UNCLEAR Comment: Limited generalizability of findings, 

as study participants predominantly ethnically 

Hispanic. 

 

Nobili et al, 2007 

Randomisation HIGH Quote: “one assigned to the experimental group 

and the next one to the control group, in 

alternative order” p.362 

Comment: High risk of bias, as quasi-

randomisation. 

Allocation concealment HIGH Comment: Due to alternating assignment, high 

likelihood that allocation could be predicted. 

Blinding of participants and 

personnel 

UNCLEAR Comment: Insufficient information pertaining to 

blinding; unlikely that patients and personnel 

blinded due to the nature of the study. 

Blinding of outcome HIGH Quote: “interviewer… ‘blind’ as to which group 
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assessment they were assigned” p.363 

Comment: Attempt at blinding reported, but 

likely that blinding could have been broken and 

that this could have influenced results. 

Incomplete outcome data LOW Comment: 0.2% difference in loss to follow-up 

between study groups, considered low risk by 

authors. 

Selective reporting UNCLEAR Comment: All outcomes reported included in 

discussion, whether significant or not. However, 

without the trial protocol, it is unclear whether 

any outcomes were measured but not reported 

based on the results. 

Other bias HIGH Quote: “social desirability” p.366 

Comment: Trailists mention social desirability 

as a possible factor influencing results, resulting 

in participants reporting a more positive result. 

This study also had a small data set, limiting 

significance of results. 

 

Schunmann & Glasier, 2006 

Randomisation HIGH Quote: “calendar weeks were randomized… 

using random number table” p. 2297 

Comment: Non-random component in 

sequence generation; quasi-randomisation. 

Allocation concealment HIGH Comment: Possible to subvert quasi-random 

sequence generation process and foresee 

assignment; no other efforts to conceal 

allocation reported. 

Blinding of participants and 

personnel 

HIGH Comment: Patients not blinded to study group 

assignment, due to nature of intervention. Key 

study personnel informed of assignment for 

week at beginning of week, so no blinding. 

Nurses involved in admission and care blinded, 

but unlikely to influence results if not as not 

directly involved in study. 

Blinding of outcome 

assessment 

UNCLEAR Comment: Insufficient information to permit 

judgment. 

Incomplete outcome data LOW Comment: 3.1% difference in loss to follow-up 

between study groups, considered low risk by 

authors. 
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Selective reporting UNCLEAR Comment: All outcomes reported included in 

discussion, whether significant or not. However, 

without the trial protocol, it is unclear whether 

any outcomes were measured but not reported 

based on the results. 

Other bias LOW Comment: No other obvious source of bias. 

 

Zhu et al, 2009 

Randomisation LOW Quote: “coin tossing by a neutral person” p.47 

Comment: Acceptable method of 

randomization. 

Allocation concealment UNCLEAR Comment: Insufficient information to permit 

judgment. 

Blinding of participants and 

personnel 

HIGH Comment: “not blinded” p.49 

Quote: Blinding of patients not reported or 

described; unlikely due to nature of intervention. 

Blinding of personnel not described. 

Blinding of outcome 

assessment 

HIGH Comment: “not blinded” p.49 

Quote: Outcome assessor not blinded as to 

study group allocation 

Incomplete outcome data LOW Comment: 4.3% difference in loss to follow-up 

between study groups, considered low risk by 

authors. 

Selective reporting UNCLEAR Comment: All outcomes reported included in 

discussion, whether significant or not. However, 

without the trial protocol, it is unclear whether 

any outcomes were measured but not reported 

based on the results. 

Other bias LOW Comment: Some centres did not follow 

randomization procedure, but were excluded 

from analysis. 

 

 

 

 

 



6 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


