Reviewed Study: Robinson, H., MacDonald, B., Kerse, N., & Broadbent, E. (2013). The Psychosocial Effects of a

Companion Robot: A Randomized Controlled Trial. Journal of the American Medical Directors Association, 14(9), 661—
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Cochrane Risk of Bias tool

Reviewing Selection bias Performance Detection bias | Attrition bias | Reporting | Other
Study bias bias bias
Random | Allocation Blinding of Blinding of Incomplete | Selective
sequence | concealment | participants outcome outcome reporting
generation and personnel | assessment data
Abbott 2019 Low Low Unclear Unclear Low Unclear Unclear
Coll-Planas 2017 | Low Unclear High
Pu 2018 Low Unclear Unclear Unclear Unclear Low Low
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described as method of treatment participants and people assessing similar at baseline on overall drop-out drop- high interventions outcomes authors report that outcomes randomized Rating
randomized, a randomization allocation providers the outcomes important rate from the out rate to the avoided or assessed using the sample size reported or participants
randomized trial, adequate (i.e., concealed (so blinded to blinded to the characteristics that study at (between intervention similar in the valid and reliable was sufficiently subgroups analyzed in the
a randomized use of randomly that treatment group participants’ could affect outcomes  endpoint 20% treatment protocols for groups (eg., measures, large to be able to analyzed group to which
clinical trial, or generated assignments assignment? group (e.g., demographics, or lower of the groups) at each treatment similar implemented detect a difference prespecified (i.e., they were
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