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Abstract

Background: Young people who enter the justice system experience complex health
and social needs, and offending behaviour is increasingly recognised as a public
health problem. Arts interventions can be used with the aim of preventing or
reducing offending or reoffending.

Objectives: 1. To evaluate evidence on the effectiveness and impact of arts
interventions on keeping children and young people safe from involvement in
violence and crime. 2. To explore factors impacting the implementation of arts
interventions, and barriers and facilitators to participation and achievement of
intended outcomes. 3. To develop a logic model of the processes by which arts
interventions might work in preventing offending behaviours.

Search Methods: We searched AMED, Academic Search Complete; APA Psyclnfo;
CINAHL Plus; ERIC; SocIndex; SportDiscus, Medline, CENTRAL, Web of Science,
Scopus, PTSDPubs and Performing Arts Periodicals Database, Sage, the US
National Criminal Justice Reference Service, the Global Policing and British Library
EThOS databases, and the National Police Library from inception to January 2023
without language restrictions.

Selection Criteria: We included randomised and non-randomised controlled trials
and quasi-experimental study designs. We included qualitative studies con-
ducted alongside intervention trials investigating experiences and perceptions of
participants, and offering insight into the barriers and facilitators to delivering
and receiving arts interventions. We included qualitative and mixed methods
studies focused on delivery of arts interventions. We included studies from any
global setting. We included studies with CYP (8-25 years) who were identified as

at-risk of offending behaviour (secondary populations) or already in the criminal
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1 | PLAIN LANGUAGE SUMMARY

1.1 | There is limited evidence for the effects and

justice system (tertiary populations). We included studies of interventions
involving arts participation as an intervention on its own or alongside other
interventions. Primary outcomes were: (i) offending behaviour and (ii) anti-pro-
social behaviours. Secondary outcomes were: participation/attendance at arts
interventions, educational attainment, school attendance and engagement and
exclusions, workplace engagement, wellbeing, costs and associated economic
outcomes and adverse events.

Data Collection and Analysis: We included 43 studies (3 quantitative, 38
qualitative and 2 mixed methods). We used standard methodological procedures
expected by The Campbell Collaboration. We used GRADE and GRADE CERQual
to assess the certainty of and confidence in the evidence for quantitative and
qualitative data respectively.

Main Results: We found insufficient evidence from quantitative studies to
support or refute the effectiveness of arts interventions for CYP at-risk of or
who have offended for any outcome. Qualitative evidence suggested that arts
interventions may lead to positive emotions, the development of a sense of self,
successful engagement in creative practices, and development of positive
personal relationships. Arts interventions may need accessible and flexible
delivery and are likely to be engaging if they have support from staff, family and
community members, are delivered by professional artists, involve culturally
relevant activity, a youth focus, regularity and a sustainable strategy. We found
limited evidence that a lack of advocacy, low funding, insufficient wider support
from key personnel in adjacent services could act as barriers to success.
Methodological limitations resulted in a judgement of very low confidence in
these findings.

Authors' Conclusions: We found insufficient evidence from quantitative studies
to support or refute the effectiveness of arts interventions for CYP at-risk
of offending or who have offended for any outcome. We report very low
confidence about the evidence for understanding the processes influencing the
successful design and delivery of arts interventions in this population of
CYP and their impact on behavioural, psychosocial, cognitive and offending

outcomes.

need to be accessible and flexible in their timing and access
to facilities, supported by staff, family and communities, with

culturally relevant activity, youth-focused, and sustainable. Lack

impacts of arts interventions for at-risk and offending
children and young people (CYP)

There is no clear evidence for the effectiveness of arts interventions
for CYP who are at-risk of or who have offended, for behavioural
(actions), psychosocial (emotional and cultural), cognitive (logic/
thought) and offending outcomes.

There is limited evidence for individual positive personal
experiences from arts interventions for CYP in this population.

There is limited evidence that successful arts interventions

of support, limited funding, and ineffectual support outside the
justice system could be barriers to successful arts interventions
for CYP.

1.2 | What is this review about?

This review is about the effect and impact of arts interventions in
preventing youth violence in CYP at-risk of offending or who have
offended.
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What is the aim of this review?

This review examines the effects of arts interventions on
behavioural (actions), psychosocial (emotional and cultural),
cognitive (logic/thought) and offending behaviours in CYP

at-risk of offending or who have offended.

1.3 | What studies are included?

We included 43 studies (three quantitative, two mixed-methods and
38 qualitative). The studies spanned the period 2002-2022 and were
mostly carried out in the UK and USA.

1.4 | What are the main findings of this review?

We found insufficient evidence (few studies; poor quality) to support
or refute the effectiveness of arts interventions for CYP at-risk of
offending or who have offended for any outcome.

Limited evidence suggests that arts interventions of different
types may need to include accessible delivery sites, support from
staff, family and community members, expert delivery by professional
artists to whom participants could relate, culturally relevant creative
activity, a youth focus, consistency, regularity and a sustainable

strategy.

1.5 | How has this intervention worked?

Arts interventions may lead to positive emotions, the development of
a good sense of self, successful engagement in creative practices, and
development of positive personal relationships with peers, family,
prison staff and communities for CYP who are at-risk of offending or
who have offended.

1.6 | What do the findings of this review mean?

There is insufficient evidence (few studies; poor quality) to support
or refute the effectiveness of arts interventions for CYP at-risk of
offending or who have offended, and no evidence for our primary
outcome ‘offending behaviour'.

The qualitative data illustrate some consensus about best
practice even in the absence of outcomes evidence and the overall
poor methodological quality and limited detail in the analysis within
studies.

1.7 | How up-to-date is this review?

The review authors searched for studies up to 2023.
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2 | BACKGROUND
2.1 | The problem, condition or issue

Young people who enter the justice system experience complex
health and social needs, and offending behaviour is increasingly
recognised as a public health problem (WHO, 2015). Violent
behaviours amongst young people ranging from bullying and fighting,
through more severe sexual and physical assault, and to homicide are
a growing concern in many countries. The pathways to offending
and violence are complex and varied but often stem from poverty
and disadvantage. Risk factors include material deprivation, poor
educational experiences and low attainment, poor parental supervi-
sion and unstable family contexts (Daykin, 2017). Youth violence can
lead to a range of problems including mental health issues and
escalating risk, resulting in extensive health, social and criminal justice
costs. This suggests that effective prevention programmes focused
on young people are needed to address a broad range of health,
education and social outcomes, and that these could deliver
substantial economic savings.

In the UK there is growing concern about the increase in more
serious offences involving violence committed by CYP and about
growing disparities (particularly racial) in the justice system. Youth
Justice Board (YJB) data for England and Wales shows that in the
year April 2019 to March 2020, 19,000 children aged 10 years
and upwards were cautioned or sentenced in England and Wales.
Children from Black and Minority Ethnic backgrounds accounted for
32% of arrests. There has been a reduction in some forms of
offending such as theft and motoring offences. However, offences
relating to possession of weapons, drugs and violence have all
increased, with offences involving possession of a weapon now
making up 19% of all offences committed by CYP who are first-time
entrants to the justice system (YJB/Ministry of Justice, 2021). Arts
interventions have been used to divert young people from offending
or other undesirable behaviours. Participatory arts programmes in
community and youth justice settings can offer supportive and safe
interventions that can appeal to young participants (Frater, 2019).
International evidence on music interventions was reviewed by
Daykin (2012): these seek to improving health and social outcomes
amongst young people by fostering expression, skills and confidence,
building resilience and addressing problematic attitudes and beliefs.

Arts programming in youth justice settings around the world
differs in type and scope. It is likely to be influenced by variations in
penal policy that shape delivery, funding arrangements, experiences
and outcomes from arts programmes. These include variations in the
age of criminal responsibility, which ranges from age 7 in India and
certain US states to 18 in Belgium (HAQ Centre for Child Rights).
Different sentencing practices in different countries are also likely to
influence arts provision. For example, in England, where the age of
criminal responsibility is 10 years old, children between 10 and
17 years are dealt with by separate youth courts and are not sent to
adult prisons. The scope and success of arts provision is also likely to

be influenced by the political and cultural framing of youth crime and
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the extent to which different countries focus on welfare, retributive
or restorative models of justice. For example, in the Finnish system,
which focused on prevention, there is considerable overlap between
the criminal justice system and the child welfare system resulting in
joint decision-making at a political and policy level (Marttunen, 2004).
While there seems to be increasing interest in the use of arts
programmes for young people in justice settings in several countries,

evidence will vary in terms of scale and reporting practices.

2.2 | The intervention

Arts interventions are diverse, and this review includes interventions
focused on participant involvement in artistic and creative activities
such as painting, sculpting, music, drama and dance. These types of
arts interventions may be delivered as one-off experiences or as a
series of activities taking place over a few weeks, months or years.
Arts participation may be delivered as an intervention on its own or
as a ‘hook’ for other interventions, such as mentoring or education.
Arts interventions may also use art as therapy (a form of
psychotherapy) and as a medium to address emotional difficulties.
Arts interventions will vary in terms of the settings in which they take
place and will include those delivered in young offenders institutions
or secure training centres (UK) juvenile correctional facilities (USA),
prisons, other residential settings, dance and music studios, theatres
and other community settings, schools and workplaces. Arts
interventions can be delivered by a range of instructors and this
review includes implementation by trained professionals, volunteers,
and peers.

Examples of arts interventions included in this review are:

e Music making

e Arts and craft, that is, necklace making, decoupage
e Dancing

e Drama

e Film

e Podcasting

e Theatre

e Creative writing and poetry
e Photography

e Painting

e Pottery

e Sculpture

e New media/digital arts

2.3 | How the intervention might work

Table 1 provides a preliminary logic model describing the potential
chains of causes and effects of arts interventions on preventing
offending and anti-social behaviour (primary outcomes), and support-
ing secondary outcomes including attendance, educational attain-
ment and psychological well-being. It includes consideration of

intermediary outcomes associated with the costs of arts interven-
tions and of adverse events. Arts interventions are expected to bring
about positive changes in primary and secondary outcomes through a
combination of active ingredients including appropriate resources
(inputs), planning and intervention design activities and delivery
outputs. We consider funding models/imperatives to ensure that
attention is paid to how these might impact on whether and how
outcomes are successfully achieved and sustained. The logic model
has been developed through discussion with the project Advisory
Board and will be elaborated as the findings of the systematic review
are reported and in further Advisory Board meetings. It is intended to
inform future theory of change approaches to arts interventions for
CYP at-risk of offending or who have offended.

2.4 | Why it is important to do this review

Understanding what works in arts intervention programmes for
preventing serious crime, violence and disruptive behaviours in CYP
(8-25 years) at-risk of offending or who have offended can support
policy and intervention development. There is a need to develop an
understanding of the effectiveness and impact of arts interventions
on keeping CYP safe from involvement in violence and crime.
Reviewing evidence on factors impacting the implementation of arts
interventions, and barriers and facilitators to participation and
achievement of intended outcomes is also important. This work,
and the logic model proposed, can inform a theory-of-change
approach to ensure the development of an evidence-led framework
of the processes by which arts interventions might work in
preventing offending behaviours. This will support the translation
of evidence into accessible, useful and useable information for a
range of diverse stakeholders seeking to make decisions about arts
interventions, young people and offending behaviour. In this way, the
work will support policy and practice to prevent young people from
becoming involved in violent crime.

To date, research has been characterised by a preponderance of
small-scale (limited number of participants, locally-focused), short-
term studies that reveal the complexity of interventions and a variety
of activities, styles and delivery formats (Anderson, 2010; Chen, 2016;
Daykin, 2012). However, these are often not shared and have had
limited impact on arts programming in the youth justice sector. There
have been few attempts to synthesise evidence across art forms,
regions and countries. This review is needed because, despite the
plethora of arts interventions and associated evaluation studies, there
is currently no existing up-to-date systematic review on the effects of
a full range of arts interventions for CYP (8-25 years) at-risk of
offending or who have offended on behavioural (actions), psycho-
social (emotional and cultural), cognitive (logic/thought) and offend-
ing outcomes. This review will help develop an understanding of the
effectiveness of arts interventions in reducing risk and offending
behaviours and build evidence on the contextual factors about how
effective interventions can be best designed and implemented. It

will provide an evidence-led foundation for ongoing strategic

85UB017 SUOWLIOD aAIIesID 8|aealjdde ayy Aq pausenob ae sajoie YO 8sn Jo Sajni 1o ArlqiT auljuO A3|IM UO (SUONIPUOD-pUe-SLB)W0d A8 |IMAfelq 1 BU1|UO//SdNY) SUONIPUOD pue swie | 8y &8s *[7202/0T/T0] Uo Ariqiauliuo &M ‘891 Aq £/ET°210/200T 0T/I0p/0d" A8 1M Aelgjeut|uo//sdny wo.j pspeojumod ‘T ‘20z ‘€08TT68T



18911803, 2024, 1, Downloaded from https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/cl2.1377 by Test, Wiley Online Library on [01/10/2024]. See the Terms and Conditions (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/terms-and-conditions) on Wiley Online Library for rules of use; OA articles are governed by the applicable Creative Commons License

50f 35

-WILEY

Campbell
Collaboration

(uonjedidijied sue ym
pa3e120SSe SUOIJOWS pue sadusLRdXa
9A11e35U “3'3) SJUSAS ISISAPY e
S9W021N0
J]WIOUOJS PIJLIIOSSE pUB S3S0) e
(92ualISau ‘ssauljauo|
‘SUOI323UUOD [e10S ‘Awouoine
‘92UBPIIU0D ‘WIIS-4|9S ‘poow “8-9)
3ulaq||om [euoljowd pue |edI30|0YdASq e
Jooyds
1€ SuoIsn[IXa ‘(jooyds) Juswadedus
pue aouepuale ‘quawulelje [euoledsnpy e
suoluaAJIR}Ul
s}ie je sduepuajie/uoljedilied e

&

IX33U0d
Ajlunwwod pue Ajwey ‘sadusliadxa

"yjleay pue aled |euoI3edNpa ‘snjejs JIWOU0D0[D0S

|e1D20S ‘uoi3eanps ‘Wa3sAs adnsn( $OUWI0IN0 SJIPAULIBIUI PUE AIBPUOIDS ‘AJDIUYIS ‘X3S/49pusd ‘a8e
9y3 Ul spuswaAosdwl JJWISAS JUSLISSEJEY /UOIESIWIIIIA Bunapisuod sjdoad 3unoA Joy (spie
pue a3ueyd Adjjod 03 Suipes) ‘Asuanbujjop ‘Sunques wajqoid ‘uojsiniadns pue ujuledy ‘Suljels pajeJ3ajul ‘Buole puels pue ‘SAl3eald
3ulpuejsiapun pue ssaudJeme JSPIAA ‘asnsiu/asn [oyodje ‘SUIA|INg ‘uoissaigse “Quawdinba pue salljioey) ‘OnusA ‘leuoieonpa ‘oi3nadessays Suipnpoul)
‘sowweJs3oud jo Ajljiqeureisns ‘5|dWeXa 10} ‘SINOIABYD( [E170S-JUY e ‘Bujuueld swweagoid 428pnq salAloe pausisap AjRierndoaddy
0] uonuajle pue s3uies wsijepuea ‘quswadeuew 109f0id 9dueAs[ad 'sJe 1o Juswdinba pue sjeLislew
2211sn[ [eUIWILID Y3IM J08IU0d “JUBWSAJOAUI SUES ‘osnsiw/asn Snip |eanynd ‘Ajljiqeureisns ‘sswiweltdold ‘s3ui39s 921snl YInoA ‘ssniunwiwod
ul pue ysii je sjdoad 3unoA oy ‘532UBJJ0 [BNX3S {(S9DUSLO SNIp 4aUu) paudisapod ‘AJdAIIRpP JO ‘suosiad ul Suipnjoul saiy|Ioey
SUOIJUSAISIUL S}Ue SPN[dUl 0} SS9IJE “8-3) AJIAIIOE [BUIWLID 13UJ0 AUE ‘SN 'SuoIIqIYXs ‘ssduewloiad Adua)sisuod pue Ajuendas ‘usayed 9jeudoidde {s32un0sal elpueuly (Jjeis
pue Alljige|ieAe pasealdul ‘9o11oerd /3ulALieD UodEaM ‘UOISSDISSE,/2IUB|OIA ‘sdoys)1om uoissnosip ‘uoijeanp Ja8uo| JO S3lIAIDE pue 92IAI9S YINOA aAII0ddNs (51993UNnjoA
1599 Jo 3ulpuejsiapun pasueyul ‘ajdwexa 10y “INoIABYDq SUIPUSHO pue 3ujuies| ‘uoldnisul Ssal1lAIde JJo-3uo :3uluue|d swwei3old pue si01eanpa 1si1ie U0 sisiue
‘W) Ja8uo :Alewind  Suipnpul Sa1}IAIIOe paseq-siy  'sS8Ull}9S SNOLIBA Ul S101de) |euoliesadO |euolssajoud JO JUSWSA|OAUL ‘Suljers
spedw (sswod3no sindinQ uoljuaAI}ul pue Sujuueld $924Nn0S9Y

9A31Y2E SUOIJUIAIRUI YdIYM Aq sassadoud
aujwexa 0} saIpn3s dAljelljenb ‘salpnys
aAizeIUEND Ul PaJNSEsW 3q 03) SAW02INO

‘(s1e9A gz-g) 9jdoad 3unoA pue uaup|iyd 3uUlpus4jO pue HSII Je J0J SUOIJUDAISIUI S}Ie Joj [spow 180l T 379V L

MANSFIELD ET AL.



MANSFIELD ET AL.

6 of 35 WILEY-— c Campbell

Collaborahon

decision-making about young people, arts interventions and offend-

ing, informing policy development and practice guidelines.

3 | OBJECTIVES

The proposed systematic review question is: What is the effective-
ness of arts interventions for at-risk and offending CYP (8-25 years)?

There are three objectives

e To evaluate evidence on the effectiveness and impact of arts
interventions on keeping CYP safe from involvement in violence
and crime.

e To synthesise evidence on factors impacting the implementation
of arts interventions, and barriers and facilitators to participation
and achievement of intended outcomes.

e To develop a logic model/theory-of-change approach to ensure
the development of an evidence-led framework of the processes
by which arts interventions might work in preventing offending

behaviours.

4 | METHODS
4.1 | Criteria for considering studies for this review

This review is based on the previously published protocol
(Mansfield, 2023). This section, except for specifically mentioned
updates or changes, draws on the protocol.

41.1 | Types of studies

We included randomised and non-randomised controlled trials and
quasi-experimental study designs. We did not include quantitative
studies that did not employ a control or comparator group. We
included qualitative studies that were conducted alongside intervention
trials that investigated the experiences and perceptions of participants,
and that offered insight into the barriers and facilitators associated with
delivering and receiving arts interventions. We included qualitative and
mixed methods studies that were focused on the delivery of an arts
intervention. We included those which explored aspects of the process
of intervention delivery from the perspectives of those delivering and
those who were participants in the intervention and/or their carers/
family members or significant agents (e.g., probation officers). We

included studies from any global setting.
41.2 | Types of participants
We included studies that included CYP (8-25 years) who were either

identified as at-risk of offending behaviour (secondary populations) or
already in the criminal justice system (tertiary populations).

41.3 | Types of interventions

We included studies of interventions involving arts participation. Arts
participation included involvement in artistic and creative activities.
Studies which included arts participation as an intervention on its
own or alongside other interventions, such as mentoring, were
included. We included studies that used art as therapy (a form of
psychotherapy) and as a medium to address emotional difficulties.

Examples of arts interventions in included studies are:

e Music making

o Arts and crafts, that is, necklace making, decoupage
e Dancing

e Drama

e Film

e Podcasting

e Theatre

o Creative writing and poetry

e Photography

e Painting

e Pottery

e Sculpture

o New media/digital arts/multimedia

We included studies that compared arts interventions to
either no intervention, usual care, other types of arts intervention
or non-arts control. The intervention had to involve organised
arts interventions targeted to the CYP population. We did not include
associational studies between arts participation and offending

behaviour.

414 | Types of outcome measures

Briefly describe the types of outcome measures that will be included
and excluded.

Primary outcomes

List primary outcomes.

e Offending behaviour, for example, violence/aggression, weapon
carrying/use, any other criminal activity (e.g., theft, drug offences);
drug use/misuse; gang involvement, vandalism, sexual offences all
including rates of recidivism, sexual and rearrests

e Anti-social or pro-social behaviours (e.g., aggression, bullying,
alcohol use/misuse, problem gambling, delinquency, victimisation/
harassment; sense of teamwork, belonging, worthwhileness,
positive behaviours from engagement)

Secondary outcomes

List secondary outcomes.

o Participation/attendance at arts interventions
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e Educational attainment, attendance and engagement (school),
exclusions at school

o Workplace engagement

e Psychological and emotional wellbeing (e.g., mood, self-esteem,
confidence, autonomy, social connections, loneliness, resilience)

e Costs and associated economic outcomes

e Adverse events (e.g., negative experiences and emotions associ-

ated with arts participation)

Our review synthesised evidence on factors impacting the
implementation of arts interventions, and barriers and facilitators to
participation and achievement of intended outcomes.

4.1.5 | Duration of follow-up

We considered outcomes at the following time points: short-term
immediately post-intervention to <3 months; medium-term 3 to <12
months post intervention, long-term >1 year post intervention.
Where studies reported multiple follow-ups within a single time-
point range we preferentially extracted as follows: short-term, the
closest follow-up point to the end of the intervention. Medium- and
long-term: the latest time point reported.

41.6 | Types of settings

We included studies employing arts interventions in any setting
including (i) for example, youth offender institutions (UK) or juvenile
correctional facilities (USA), prisons, other residential settings; (ii)

community and workplace settings; and (iii) schools.

4.2 | Search methods for identification of studies

4.2.1 | Electronic searches

We consulted Campbell guidance on searching for studies
(Kugley, 2016). Our search strategy included expert advice from
information services experts at Brunel University London Library.
We searched key databases including AMED (via EBSCOHost NHS
Open Athens), Academic Search Complete; APA Psycinfo; CINAHL
Plus; ERIC; Soclndex; SportDiscus (via EbscoHost), Medline (via
Ovid), CENTRAL, Web of Science, Scopus, PTSDPubs and
Performing Arts Periodicals Database (via ProQuest), Sage, the
US National Criminal Justice Reference Service, the Global Policing
and the British Library EThOS databases, and the National Police
Library to January 2023.

We used a combination of controlled vocabulary, that is, medical
subject headings (MeSH), and free text terms to identify published
articles. In addition, we checked reference lists of reviews and
retrieved articles for additional studies. Search strategies can be

found in Supporting Information: Appendices 1-9. We included
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separate search strings for identifying quantitative and qualitative
studies. To identify the population of interest we used the search
filter proposed by the Canadian Health Libraries Association
(CHLA, 2022). We used and adapted the Cochrane highly sensitive
search filter to identify RCTs (Higgins, 2021), a validated filter for
identifying non-randomised controlled studies (Waffenschmidt, 2020)
and the University of Texas School of Public Health (University of
Texas, 2022) filter for identifying qualitative studies which have been
demonstrated to show good performance in sensitivity and specific-
ity (Wagner, 2020).

Our searches were worldwide and included studies from any
country. We agreed the provision and support for translation of
potentially relevant papers into English.

Titles and abstracts were independently screened by two
reviewers to identify potential sources of disagreement. These
were discussed and reviewed by a third senior author in the team.
Two reviewers then screened the full texts of potentially relevant
studies and applied the inclusion and exclusion criteria, with
recourse to a third reviewer for any records where there was
uncertainty.

We checked the reference lists of relevant systematic reviews

found in our searches.

422 | Searching other resources

In searching other sources we sought expert advise. We worked
with an expert Advisory Board convened by Campbell and the
Youth Endowment Foundation for this purpose. We searched the
WHO International Clinical Trials Registry Portal (ICTRP). We
conducted a grey literature search of databases such as Arts and
Humanities Citation Index and ProQuest using our search terms. In
discussion and agreement with our Advisory Board, we conducted
a selected website search including the UK's National Criminal
Justice Arts Alliance and other websites with a specific focus on
CYP and the criminal justice system. We conducted an Advanced
Google Scholar search and sifted the first 100 returns using search
terms from our search strategy as appropriate. We included
reports that met our inclusion criteria. We used our inclusion and
exclusion criteria to select grey literature. We revised our grey
literature search alongside advice from experts on the project
Advisory Board.

4.3 | Data collection and analysis
431 | Description of methods used in primary
research

The interventions involved organised arts interventions targeted to
the population. We did not include associational studies between
arts participation and offending behaviour. We included controlled
study designs. Studies that compared arts interventions to either
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no intervention, usual care, or other types of arts intervention or
non-arts control were included. We included studies comparing one
type of arts intervention to another. Studies using any qualitative
research method to examine the context, intervention assumptions,
implementation process (including barriers and facilitators), and
mechanisms of impact and outcomes were included. Qualitative
studies evaluating how an arts intervention works could be
conducted as independent studies or alongside controlled study

designs.

43.2 | Selection of studies

Two review authors independently assessed the titles and
abstracts of potential included studies identified by the search
strategy for their eligibility. We obtained the full text of studies we
considered potentially eligible, or if the eligibility of a study was
unclear from the title and abstract. We excluded studies that did
not match the inclusion criteria (see ‘criteria for considering
studies for this review’). We resolved disagreements between
review authors regarding inclusion by discussion. If agreement
could not be reached, a third review author assessed relevant
studies, and a majority decision was made. We did not anonymise

studies before the assessment.

4.3.3 | Data extraction and management
Two review authors independently extracted data from all included
studies using a standardised and piloted data extraction form. They
resolved discrepancies and disagreements by consensus. In cases
where consensus could not be achieved, a third review author
assessed the article, and a majority decision was made.

We extracted the following data from quantitative studies
included in the review:

Study characteristics (aims/objectives, study design, sample size,
description of the sample, country, recruitment years and procedure,
conflict of interest, funding source).

Characteristics of the participants (gender/sex, age, ethnicity,
socioeconomic status, education, at risk or in contact/conflict with
the criminal justice system).

Description of the interventions (experimental and control),
context and setting, country/location, intervention assumptions/
theoretical framing, implementation processes (human and financial
resources), fidelity, dose, adaptation, reach, mechanisms of impact
(participant response, mediators, unanticipated consequences).

Data collection methods including duration and timing of follow-
up/outcome assessment.

Results as outcome measures of interest to this review, including
details of measurement scales and analysis methods.

Risks and biases.

Discussion including interpretations by authors, limitations and

implications.

We extracted the following data from qualitative studies in the
review:

Study characteristics and context (aims/objectives study design,
sampling approach, description of the sample, country, recruitment
years and procedure, conflict of interest, funding source).

Characteristics of the participants (gender/sex, age, ethnicity,
socioeconomic status, education, at risk or in contact/conflict with
the criminal justice system).

Description of the interventions, context and setting, country/
location, theoretical framing, implementation processes (human and
financial resources), processes of impact (funding context, design and
delivery model, participants' responses, unanticipated consequences).

Data collection methods.

Findings as qualitative themes/processes including analysis
methods.

Methodological limitations.

Discussion including interpretations by authors and implications.

As arts interventions are complex we extracted detailed
information regarding the intervention guided by the MRC guidance
on process evaluations of complex interventions (Moore, 2015) and
items on the TiDIiER (Hoffman, 2014) and Cert (Slade, 2016)
checklists framed by a focus on why, what, who, where, when, how

much, how well, tailoring and modifications.

434 | Assessment of risk of bias in included studies

Two reviewers independently assessed the risk of bias or study
quality of included studies. We used the Cochrane Risk of Bias tool
(Higgins, 2011) to evaluate included controlled trials. We assessed
the following domains for each study: Random sequence generation;
Allocation concealment; Blinding of participants and providers; Blinding
of assessors; Incomplete outcome data; Selective reporting. For cross-
over studies only we assessed the domain ‘free from carry-over
effects’.

We took a risk-to-rigour approach to evaluate qualitative studies
(Noyes, 2018) using the CASP tool for qualitative research (CASP UK)
to appraise the rigour and significance of the sampling, data,

collection, analysis and reporting of results.

4.3.5 | Measures of intervention effect

For continuous outcome measures we expressed the size of the
intervention effect using the mean difference (MD) when all studies
utilised the same measurement scale, or the standardised mean
difference (SMD) when studies used different scales, with 95% Cls. If
pooling from different scales for which the direction of interpretation
varied, we planned to normalise the direction of the scales to a
common direction. To aid the interpretation of the pooled effect size,
we planned to back-transform the SMD to the most commonly used
outcome scale on the basis of the median standard deviation from

trials using that scale when possible.
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For dichotomous outcomes we planned to report the Relative
Risk, Odds Ratio or Risk Difference where available from
individual included studies. In the event that we pooled data in
a new analysis, we planned to preferentially report the relative
risk as the effect size of interest but to also report the risk
difference.

4.3.6 | Unit of analysis issues

Unit-of-analysis issues refer to issues regarding clustering (individuals
randomised/allocated in clusters), cross-over designs, and studies
with multiple outcome measurement time points.

For studies with more than two eligible active treatment
groups that are included in a meta-analysis as separate interven-
tions, we planned to divide the number of participants in the
control group between active treatment groups, to avoid double
counting (Higgins, 2021). For cluster RCTs, we planned to seek
direct estimates of the effect from an analysis that accounted
for the cluster design. When the analysis in a cluster trial does not
account for the cluster design, we planned to use the approxi-
mately correct analysis approach, presented in the Cochrane
Handbook (Higgins, 2021). For cross-over studies, we planned to
only include data from the first phase of the study, when they are
available due to the risk of carryover effects. However, as first-
phase, or phase-by-phase data were not available for any of the
included cross-over studies we took the decision to analyse these

studies as presented.

43.7 | Criteria for determination of independent
findings

Where we identify multiple reports for a single study we only
included data from that study once in any given analysis. Where a
study reported multiple outcome domains with some conceptual
overlap that fit one of our stated outcome domains, the research
team agreed which of the measures conceptually best matched
our outcome of interest and only included that measure. This
decision was not made on the basis of the results of these
outcomes.

43.8 | Dealing with missing data

Where there were insufficient data presented in the study report to
enter into an analysis, we requested the missing data from the study
authors. We planned to preferentially calculate and extract effect
sizes derived from intention-to-treat analyses. We evaluated the
potential risk of bias introduced by missing data in our assessment
of risk of bias, within the domain ‘Incomplete Outcome Data’ and
planned to explore the impact of risk of bias through sensitivity
analyses.
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439 | Assessment of heterogeneity

We planned to deal with heterogeneity by only combining studies
that examine similar interventions. To estimate statistical heteroge-
neity, we would calculate the x? statistic, the between-study variance
(%) and the proportion of this variance not due to sampling error (/%).
We planned to use these measures, together with a visual inspection
of the forest plots to form judgements about heterogeneity. If we
identified substantial heterogeneity, we planned to report it and

explore possible causes by prespecified subgroup analysis.

4.3.10 | Assessment of reporting biases

We planned to consider the potential influence of small study biases
on review findings. We planned to use funnel plots to visually explore
small study biases where there were at least 10 included studies in a

meta-analysis.

4311 | Data synthesis

We conducted separate analyses of the quantitative evidence for the
following comparisons: Arts intervention versus no intervention or
usual practice; Arts interventions versus non-arts control; Arts
interventions versus other arts intervention.

We planned to pool studies of arts interventions in the primary
analysis, including different types of arts, delivery modes and
settings using a random-effects model to account for the
anticipated heterogeneity between studies. For each comparison
of interest, we planned to conduct separate analyses at short,
medium and long-term follow-up. For the primary analysis, we
planned to pool data from studies regardless of the specific
population. Where there were inadequate data to enable statistical
pooling we planned to conduct a narrative synthesis of the
evidence. For head-to-head comparisons of different types of arts
intervention, we would only pool studies if the intervention and
comparators are conceptually similar.

In the event that we conducted a narrative synthesis we planned
to separately synthesise studies within the comparisons outlined
above, guided by the SWiM guideline (Campbell, 2020). We planned
to first summarise all arts interventions in the primary synthesis,
including different types of arts, delivery mode and setting and
explore the potential heterogeneity of treatment effects between
studies by considering intervention settings (custodial, community or
school-based interventions) and population age (children and
adolescents 8-18 years; young adults 18-25 years). We reported
effect sizes for each reported outcome of interest with estimates of
precision where available. We included all relevant studies for each
comparison and outcome and documented the size and risk of bias of
those studies in our reporting. We did not plan to present this
synthesis in a tabular or graphical format.

See below for details of the synthesis of qualitative research.
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4.3.12 | Subgroup analysis and investigation
of heterogeneity

State the potential effect modifiers with rationale for each, if
moderator analysis (subgroup or meta-regression analyses) will be
performed

Where there were adequate data and significant heterogeneity is
observed in a meta-analysis (I? 2 50%, p < 0.10), we planned to explore
subgroup analyses of quantitative results by type of intervention. To
explore whether there is a difference in effects between subgroups,
we planned to use the test for subgroup differences (Deeks, 2020).

We prespecified the following subgroups.

Intervention setting: Custodial, community or school-based
interventions.

Population Age: Children and adolescents 8-18 years, young
adults 18-25 years.

We also intended to conduct an inductive approach to
narratively exploring other potentially important sources of hetero-
geneity, for example, group versus individual therapy, the use of
specific intervention characteristics such as incentives to participa-

tion, and types of offending (e.g., violent, sexual, non-violent).

4.3.13 | Sensitivity analysis

When sufficient data were available, we planned to explore the
impact of risk of bias for the primary analyses, by repeating the
analyses and excluding studies rated at high risk of bias.

43.14 | Treatment of qualitative research

We took a thematic approach to analysing and synthesising data from
qualitative studies. This included line-by-line reading for extraction
and preliminary coding, development of descriptive themes and
refinement of analytical themes (Thomas, 2008). We conducted our
thematic analysis with attention to the complexity of arts interven-
tions for CYP at risk of offending or in the criminal justice system.
We mapped themes from the findings of the qualitative studies to
theoretical domains of complexity relating to the intervention itself,
the population, the implementation of the intervention and the
specific context that may impact the process of delivering and

engaging with the interventions. Table 2 outlines the complexity

TABLE 2 Framework for qualitative analysis.

Complexity domain Potential components

Intervention complexity

framework for qualitative analysis. We took a reflexive approach and
consulted with Advisory Board to seek advice about the relevance of

themes for policy and practice.

4.3.15 | Summary of findings and assessment of the
certainty of the evidence

We used the GRADE system to rank the level of certainty of the
evidence (Schiinemann, 2020). The GRADE approach uses five
considerations (risk of bias, consistency of effect, imprecision,
indirectness, and publication bias) to assess the certainty of the
body of evidence for each outcome, and uses the following criteria to

describe the confidence in the evidence:

e high - we are very confident that the true effect lies close to that
of the estimate of the effect

e moderate - we are moderately confident in the effect estimate;
the true effect is likely to be close to the estimate of effect, but
there is a possibility that it is substantially different

e |ow - our confidence in the effect estimate is limited; the true effect
may be substantially different from the estimate of the effect

e very low - we have very little confidence in the effect estimate;
the true effect is likely to be substantially different from the
estimate of the effect.

We decreased the grade rating by one (-1), two (-2), or three
(-3) levels, up to a maximum of -3, (or very low) for any criteria,
based on the level of concern it raised.

To assess the methodological quality of the included qualitative
studies, two review authors independently applied the CASP quality
checklist for each qualitative study. The checklists were used to
indicate if a specific study had been well-designed, appropriately
carried out and properly analysed. We then employed the CERQual
schema (Confidence in the Evidence of Reviews of Qualitative
Research) for judging how much confidence could be placed in the
overall review findings developed through the synthesis. CERQual
has four components (methodological limitations, relevance ade-
quacy and coherence) and uses the following criteria for judging
confidence in the body of literature (Lewin et al., 2015).

Methodological limitations - the extent to which there are
problems in the design or conduct of primary studies that contributed
evidence to the review.

Providers, Theoretical model/assumptions, Type of art, Delivery mode/setting, Time/equipment/costs,

accessibility, youth-focused

Contextual complexity
Population/personal complexity

Implementation complexity

Residential status, family/carer/community support, Socioeconomic factors
Secondary or tertiary population, values and choices, demographics, culure

Mode of delivery, Fidelity of intervention, Adherence, Local support structures
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Relevance - the extent to which evidence in the primary study is
applicable (perspective, population, phenomenon of interest, setting).

Coherence - the degree to which primary studies provide a
convincing explanation for patterns.

Adequacy - the degree of richness and quantity/scope of data

Confidence was decreased if there were serious or very serious
limitations in the design or conduct of the study, the evidence was
not relevant to the study objectives, the findings/conclusions were
not supported by the evidence, or the data were of inferior quality
and inadequate in supporting the findings. Confidence was increased
if the study was well-designed with few limitations, the evidence was
applicable to the context specified in the objectives, the findings/
conclusions were supported by evidence and provided a convincing
explanation for any patterns found or the data supporting findings

were rich and of high quality.

5 | RESULTS
5.1 | Description of studies

5.1.1 | Results of the search

See Figure 1 for a summary of the search screening process. There
were 54,598 initial records from database searches and 22 from
other sources (reference searches and experts' contributions). After
de-duplication 20,196 records were retained. Forty-four records of
43 studies met our eligibility criteria (3 quantitative, 38 qualitative
and 2 mixed methods).

5.1.2 | Included studies

Quantitative studies

Five studies (3 quantitative and 2 mixed methods) were included in
the quantitative synthesis (Anderson, 2010; Bittman, 2009; Caulfield,
2022; DeCarlo, 2004; Tyson, 2002) that combined included 304

participants.

Qualitative studies

40 studies (38 qualitative and 2 mixed methods) were included in the
qualitative synthesis (Anderson, 2010; Atherton, 2022; Baker, 2007;
Barrett, 2015; Bowey, 2006; Caulfield, 2022; Cesar, 2020; Chong, 2020;
Clennon, 2015; Daykin, 2017; de Roeper, 2009; Flores, 2016;
Fullchange, 2018; Gann, 2010; Gowland-Pryde, 2016; Hadland, 2010;
Hanrahan, 2017; Hickey, 2018; Howard, 2022; Jordan, 2015; Lazzari,
2005; Lea, 2019; Lotter, 2015; Masso-Guijarro, 2020; Morgan, 2020;
Nicklin, 2017; Parker, 2018; Podkalicka, 2009; Pope, 2022;
Ruggiero, 2013; Seroczynski, 2011; Tett, 2012; Thompson, 2015, 2022;
Varley, 2019; Winn, 2010, 2011; Zlotowitz, 2016) that included
approximately n=620 participants. Five studies either did not report
participant numbers or not report them accurately (Hickey, 2018;
Lea, 2019; Podkalicka, 2009; Thompson, 2015; Winn, 2010).
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Records identified
through other
sources (n=22)

Records identified
through database
searching (n=54,598)

| |
!

Records after
duplicates removed
(n=20, 196)

Records excluded
(n=20, 076)

Records screened
(n=20, 196)

76 Full-text articles
excluded, with
reasons (n= 33
wrong pop; n= 24
wrong study design;
n=12 intervention;
n=6 not an
evaluation of a
specific intervention,;
n=1wrong
comparator )

120 Full-text articles
assessed for eligibility

44 records of 43
studies.

3 quantitative and 2
mixed methods
studies

38 Qualitative studies

5 studies (3
quantitative and 2
mixed methods) in
the quantitative
synthesis

40 studies (38
qualitative and 2
mixed methods) in
the qualitative
synthesis

FIGURE 1 Flow diagram of the search screening process.

5.1.3 | Country of origin and setting

Quantitative studies

Three quantitative studies were conducted in the UK (Anderson,
2010; Bittman, 2009; Caulfield, 2022) and 2 in the USA
(DeCarlo, 2004; Tyson, 2002). These studies were conducted in a
Young Offenders Institution (Anderson, 2010), a secure residential
children's home (Bittman, 2009), a Young Offenders service
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(Caulfield, 2022), a residential youth services centre (Tyson, 2002)

and an urban classroom environment (DeCarlo, 2004).

Qualitative studies

Most of the qualitative research was undertaken in the UK and
the US. Sixteen qualitative studies were conducted in the UK
(Anderson, 2010; Atherton, 2022; Bowey, 2006; Caulfield, 2022;
Clennon, 2015; Daykin, 2017; Gowland-Pryde, 2016; Hadland, 2010;
Hanrahan, 2017; Howard, 2022; Morgan, 2020; Parker, 2018;
Tett, 2012; Varley, 2019; Zlotowitz, 2016). Sixteen were conducted
in the USA (Baker, 2007; Cesar, 2020; Fullchange, 2018; Gann, 2010;
Hickey, 2018; Jordan, 2015; Lazzari, 2005; Lea, 2019; Nicklin, 2017;
Pope, 2022; Ruggiero, 2013; Seroczynski, 2011; Thompson,
2015, 2022; Winn, 2010, 2011). Four studies were conducted in
Australia (Barrett, 2012, 2015; de Roeper, 2009; Podkalicka, 2009)
with two studies conducted in South Africa (Flores, 2016; Lotter,
2015) and one study conducted in Spain (Massé-Guijarro, 2020), and
in South Korea (Chong, 2020).

Studies were conducted in a range of custodial and non-custodial
settings. There were 13 studies in prison or juvenile/young offenders
detention settings (Anderson, 2010; Atherton, 2022; Baker, 2007;
Barrett, 2012; Clennon, 2015; Daykin, 2017; Hickey, 2018; Lazzari,
2005; Lea, 2019; Tett, 2012; Thompson, 2015, 2022; Winn, 2010).
Other settings include community youth services (Bowey, 2006;
Caulfield, 2022; de Roeper, 2009; Gowland-Pryde, 2016; Hadland, 2010;
Hanrahan, 2017; Howard, 2022; Lotter, 2015; Masso6-Guijarro, 2020;
Morgan, 2020; Podkalicka, 2009; Varley, 2019; Zlotowitz, 2016),
education setting, for example, schools, colleges or universities
(Barrett, 2015; Chong, 2020; Gann, 2010; Jordan, 2015; Nicklin, 2017;
Parker, 2018; Seroczynski, 2011) and activity camps (Cesar, 2020;
Fullchange, 2018; Ruggiero, 2013). One study took place in a young
adult problem-solving court (Pope, 2022) and another was conducted in

a care setting (Flores, 2016).

5.1.4 | Study design

Quantitative studies

Three studies (Anderson, 2010; Caulfield, 2022; DeCarlo, 2004) were
non-randomised comparative studies with a parallel design, and 2
(Bittman, 2009; Tyson, 2002) were described as randomised studies
of which Bittman (2009) employed a cross-over design and Tyson
(2002) a parallel design.

Qualitative studies

Twenty-four studies used only one qualitative method for data
collection. Of these, 11 employed ethnographic observation methods
(Baker, 2007; Caulfield, 2022; Clennon, 2015; Gann, 2010;
Howard, 2022; Massoé-Guijarro, 2020; Podkalicka, 2009;
Winn, 2010, 2011; Zlotowitz, 2016). One study used auto ethno-
graphy (Thompson, 2015). Twelve studies employed interview
techniques (Anderson, 2010; Atherton, 2022; Bowey, 2006; Ce-
sar, 2020; Chong, 2020; Fullchange, 2018; Hadland, 2010;

Hanrahan, 2017; Jordan, 2015; Parker, 2018; Varley, 2019). One
study used focus groups (Tett, 2012).

Fifteen studies used mixed qualitative techniques. Of these,
seven studies employed a mixture of observations and interviews
(Barrett, 2012, 2015; de Roeper, 2009; Lazzari, 2005; Lea, 2019;
Lotter, 2015; Pope, 2022). One study used a combination of
feedback sheets, focus groups and interviews (Hickey, 2018). Four
studies combined observations, interviews and focus groups
(Daykin, 2017; Flores, 2016; Morgan, 2020; Thompson, 2022). Two
studies used interviews, observations and journaling (Gowland-
Pryde, 2016; Nicklin, 2017), and one study each employed a mix of
interviews and journaling (Ruggiero, 2013), reading, journaling and
discussion groups (Seroczynski, 2011).

Four studies used mixed qualitative and quantitative methods.
We included only the qualitative component from two of these
(Varley, 2019; Gann, 2010) as the quantitative component did not
meet our inclusion criteria (no control condition/group). We included
the qualitative component and the quantitative component from
Anderson (2010) and Caulfield (2022) but report only the qualitative

findings in this section.

5.1.5 | Participants

Quantitative studies

Included participants were described as young offenders (Anderson,
2010; Caulfield, 2022), adolescent and teen residents of a secure
children's home (Bittman, 2009), African American adolescents in an
urban classroom (DeCarlo, 2004) and ‘Runaway, abused, abandoned,
neglected, truant, and youth who are otherwise homeless’ (Tyson,
2002).

Two studies (Anderson, 2010; DeCarlo, 2004) included
exclusively male participants. The three remaining studies included both
male and female participants. Of the total number of recruited
participants where sex was reported (n=156), 87% were male and
13% were female. Mean age ranged from 14 to 18.2 years across studies
with the youngest participant 12 and the oldest 22 years old.

Two UK-based studies did not report information on the
ethnicity of participants (Anderson, 2010; Caulfield, 2022). For the
US studies, one (Bittman, 2009) simply described including African
American, Asian, Caucasian and Puerto Rican participants without
reporting specific numbers from each. DeCarlo (2004) only described
their sample as representative of the community's demographic
characteristics and one described including African American (55%),
Hispanic (27%) and White (18%) participants.

Two US-based studies reported further context regarding
participants. Bittman (2009) reported that some participants had
mental health disorders including but not limited to oppositional
defiance disorder, post-traumatic stress disorder, separation anxiety,
mood disorder, depression disorder, anxiety disorder, ADHD, parent/
child relational disorder, conduct disorder, cognitive disorder, panic
disorder, and substance/alcohol abuse, and that participants would
be placed in the secure home for reasons including running away,
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out-of-control behaviour, truancy, anger management, inappropriate
sexual behaviour, aggression, abuse/neglect, suicidal ideation, sub-
stance abuse, vandalism, and assault. Tyson (2002) reported that
some youth in the setting will have been exposed to some form of
abuse or adversely affected by parents with addiction or other issues
and that participants may have had or had minor involvement with
the Department of Juvenile Justice, and most had current cases with

the Department of Children and Families.

Qualitative studies

A wide range of terminology was used to describe study populations in
the qualitative studies. Participants were described as inmates
(Atherton, 2022), prisoners (Tett, 2012), young offenders or young
people who have offended (Anderson, 2010; Caulfield, 2019, 2022;
Ruggiero, 2013; Varley, 2019), juveniles or juvenile offenders
(Barrett, 2012; Baker, 2007; Gowland-Pryde, 2016; Jordan, 2015;
Nicklin, 2017), youth in or associated with the justice system
(Cesar, 2020; Chong, 2020), young people in custodial and community
supervision (Daykin, 2017), children in care (Flores, 2016), young
people in need (Zlotowitz, 2016), young people ‘at risk’ (de Roeper,
2009; Bowey, 2006; Gann, 2010; Howard, 2022; Parker, 2018;
Podkalicka, 2009), youth in the justice system (Thompson, 2022),
young people with low aspiration (Clennon, 2015), young people
excluded from school (Hadland, 2010), court detailed juveniles (Hickey,
2018); delinquent youth (Seroczynski, 2011), young detainees or
detained youth (Lazzari, 2005; Thompson, 2015), formerly incarcer-
ated youth (Lea, 2019; Winn, 2010, 2011), vulnerable (Masso-
Guijarro, 2020), marginalised young people (Hanrahan, 2017; Morgan,
2020); young adults committing non-violent crime (Pope, 2022);
disadvantaged children (Barrett, 2015); probation participants
(Fullchange, 2018); adolescent therapy clients (Lotter, 2015).

Fifteen studies did not report participant sex/gender (Barrett,
2012, 2015; Bowey, 2006; Caulfield, 2019; Chong, 2020;
Flores, 2016; Gann, 2010; Hickey, 2018; Howard, 2022; Lotter, 2015;
Nicklin, 2017; Podkalicka, 2009; Pope, 2022; Ruggiero, 2013). Of
those reporting sex/gender of participants, the majority (n=14)
included both male and female included male and female participants
(Atherton, 2022; Caulfield, 2022; Cesar, 2020; Daykin, 2017; de
Roeper, 2009; Gowland-Pryde, 2016; Hadland, 2010; Hanrahan,
2017; Jordan, 2015; Massoé-Guijarro, 2020; Parker, 2018;
Seroczynski, 2011; Thompson, 2022; Zlotowitz, 2016). Eight studies
included exclusively male participants (Anderson, 2010; Baker, 2007;
Clennon, 2015; Fullchange, 2018; Lea, 2019; Morgan, 2020; Tett,
2012; Varley, 2019). Three studies included exclusive female
participants (Lazzari, 2005; Winn, 2010, 2011).

Of the total number of recruited participants where sex/gender
was reported clearly and accurately (n=12/14 qualitative studies)
(n=300), 66% (n=197) were male and 34% (n = 103) were female.

Age of participants ranged from the youngest 7 years to the
oldest 25 years across included qualitative studies where age
was reported. Eight studies did not report age (Atherton, 2022;
Mass6-Guijarro, 2020; Nicklin, 2017; Podkalicka, 2009; Tett, 2012;
Thompson, 2015; Winn, 2010, 2011).
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Twenty-five studies did not report on the ethnicity of partici-
pants (Anderson, 2010; Atherton, 2022; Barrett, 2012, 2015;
Bowey, 2006; Caulfield, 2019, 2022; Cesar, 2020; Chong, 2020;
Clennon, 2015; Daykin, 2017; de Roeper, 2009; Flores, 2016;
Hadland, 2010; Howard, 2022; Lotter, 2015; Nicklin, 2017;
Parker, 2018; Podkalicka, 2009; Pope, 2022; Ruggiero, 2013;
Tett, 2012; Thompson, 2022; Varley, 2019).

A total of fifteen studies reported information on the ethnicity of
participants. Ten of these studies used a range of simplified
descriptions only including multi-ethnic (Lazzari, 2005), Black
(Baker, 2007; Lea, 2019; Thompson, 2015; Winn, 2010, 2011),
African American and Caucasian (Gann, 2010) White and Roma
(Masso-Guijarro, 2020), White (Morgan, 2020), and ethnically diverse
(Gowland-Pryde, 2016). Five of these studies reported descriptive
numerical data on ethnicity. Hickey (2018) described participants as
84% Black, 12% Latino, and 3% White. Seroczynski (2011) described
participants as Caucasian American, 37.9% (n=11) were African
American, 6.9% (n=2) were Hispanic American, and 13.8% (n=4)
were multiracial. Zlotowitz (2016) described residents as White (60%)
and as being from Black and ethnic minority groups (40%). Fullchange
(2018) described participants as Latino (n=5), n=1 as Black, and
n=1 as American Indian and White. Hanrahan (2017) described
participants as British with a mixed ethnic profile: two were mixed
race, two were Black.

Three studies provided further contextual information regarding
participants, mentioning experiences such as school exclusion and
additional challenging life experiences, such as unstable home environ-
ments, poverty, domestic violence, substance misuse, and involvement
with the criminal justice system (Hanrahan, 2017), difficulties with
education and traumatic life events (Lea, 2019), and severe emotional,
social and behavioural difficulties and exposure to emotional, physical

and/or sexual abuse and/or neglect (Flores, 2016).

5.1.6 | Interventions

Quantitative studies

All 5 quantitative studies evaluated a music-based intervention.
Anderson (2010) delivered either music classes or sculpture classes,
Bittman (2009) evaluated a recreational music-making programme,
Caulfield (2022) evaluated a music programme including composition,
production and performance skills and musical tuition, DeCarlo
(2004) evaluated ‘Rap Therapy’, which used group listening and
discussion of rap music, though not music-making and similarly,
Tyson (2002) evaluated ‘Hip-hop Therapy’ in which participants were
taught history of hip-hop music, listened to rap music and engaged
participants in group discussion of themes.

Four studies (Anderson, 2010; Bittman, 2009; DeCarlo, 2004;
Tyson, 2002) delivered the interventions in groups over multiple
sessions. Of these two reported group sizes of 8-10 (Anderson, 2010)
or 6-12 (Bittman, 2009) with the other two studies not reporting
group size. Caulfield (2022) delivered the intervention on a 1 to 1
basis.
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All studies delivered their intervention over a number of sessions
and a period of weeks. The number of sessions a week ranged from 1

to 3, and the number of weeks from 4 to 12.

Comparison groups

Two studies (Anderson, 2010; Bittman, 2009) reported using a
control group of usual practice. This was described as classes in
numeracy and maths or communication and literacy (Anderson, 2010)
or not further detailed (Bittman, 2009). Caulfield (2022) compared
outcomes in the intervention group with a cohort of children who did
not attend the programme. DeCarlo (2004) included a control group
who received ‘traditional psycho-educational group therapy’ and
Tyson (2002) included a control group who were instructed to

concentrate on work efforts, self-enhancement and peer relations.

5.1.7 | Outcomes

Primary outcomes
None of the quantitative studies reported offending behaviour.

For the outcome domain ‘anti or prosocial behaviour, Anderson
(2010) reported the number of behavioural incidents reported in the
Young Offenders institution, Caulfield (2022) measured attitudes and
behaviour using the Youth Music Attitudes and Behaviour Scale and
Tyson (2002) reported peer relations, using the Index of Peer relations

scale.

Secondary outcomes
Two studies (Anderson, 2010; Caulfield, 2022) reported attendance
at the arts intervention.

Measures of psychological and emotional well-being were reported
by 4 studies (Anderson, 2010; Bittman, 2009; Caulfield, 2022;
Tyson, 2002). Of these, Anderson (2010) measured self-esteem using
the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale, and Locus of control using the Locus
of Control Behavioural Scale. Bittman (2009) measured psycho-
pathology with the Adolescent Psychopathology Scale, Anger using
the Adolescent Anger Rating Scale and Depression using the Reynolds
Adolescent Depression Scale. Caulfield (2022) measured well-being
using the Youth Music Well-being Scale and Tyson (2002) measured
self-concept using the Self-Concept Scale for Children.

Two studies used multidimensional composite outcome mea-
sures. Bittman (2009) used the Child and Adolescent Functional
Assessment Scale and DeCarlo (2004) used the RAP therapy
assessment scale. No studies reported measures of our specified
outcomes educational engagement/attainment, workplace engage-

ment, economic outcomes or adverse events.

Qualitative studies

Music, on its own or in combination with other art forms, was the most
commonly reported intervention. Nineteen qualitative studies evaluated
music-based interventions. These included music technology (Clennon,
2015), music composition - rap (Hickey, 2018; Thompson, 2015),
lyric writing, composing beats, recording, and/or performing music

(Parker, 2018), songwriting, lyric writing and video recording (Masso6-
Guijarro, 2020), variety of media and arts activities (Morgan, 2020),
musical composition and computer-based music sequencing
(Baker, 2007), digital music, rapping and spray-painting (de
Roeper, 2009), Rap Therapy and Hip Hop Therapy (Gann, 2010), learning
to play a (classical) musical instrument (Tett, 2012; Thompson, 2022) DJ-
ing and lyric writing (Zlotowitz, 2016), learning music or music-making
(Barrett, 2012, 2015; Caulfield, 2022; Daykin, 2017; Flores, 2016), and
music therapy (Chong, 2020; Lotter, 2005, 2015).

Nine studies evaluated mixed arts interventions including visual
arts, music production, dance and drama (Howard, 2022), paintings,
sculptures, poems (Lazzari, 2005), writing, poetry, and music
(Lea, 2019), recording original songs, producing artworks and radio
content (Podkalicka, 2009), music theory, instrument and singing
lessons (Anderson, 2010), arts drop-in programme (Gowland-
Pryde, 2016) and a range of creative arts opportunities (Atherton,
2022; Caulfield, 2019; Hadland, 2010).

Eleven studies evaluated drama, theatre, literary or digital
creation programmes (Bowey, 2006; Cesar, 2020; Fullchange, 2018;
Jordan, 20