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Appendix A: Review screening process 

 
Initial Literature review question: 
What is known about therapeutic engagement in secure settings? 

 

Definitions: 
Secure settings: Prison, secure hospital, or other institution where the individual is 

detained and has committed a crime or crimes which have resulted in their 

admission/incarceration. 

 

Therapeutic engagement: The process of being involved in planned interpersonal 

therapeutic work. NB. Not relating to general personal or professional 

engagement; nor relating specifically to the psychotherapeutic concept of 

“therapeutic alliance”. 

 

Men: Aged 18 or over. 

 

Literature search criteria: 
All search result numbers exclude non-peer reviewed articles, and excluding 

duplicates; all searches applied related words. All search terms were in 

unspecified domains (title, abstract, keywords) unless otherwise specified. 

 

Searches: 
The document highlights 4 searches, with respective details on why, how and 

what resulted. Although a number of searches were completed before and 

between each of the 4 searches outlined here, these recorded highlight a change 

in search term and/or criteria that were considered necessary to build on the 

previously accepted search strategy (of which these were the 4 accepted 

strategies at different stages). 

 
Screening process guide, used in all searches: 
Stage A: Filtering lists of search results initially by title using the following key: 
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1 = Yes (from the information in the title, this has potential to meet 

the inclusion criteria, and evades the exclusion criteria). 

 

2 = Maybe (it is unclear if it meets the inclusion criteria, or if it 

meets exclusion criteria). It requires further investigation (of abstract). 

 

3 = No (it is clear that it either does not meet the inclusion criteria, and/or meets 

exclusion criteria).  

 

Stage B: Following completion of stage A, the abstract of each number 1 and 2 

was screened to give a further code: 

 

1 = Yes (from the information in the abstract, this has potential to meet 

the inclusion criteria, and evades the exclusion criteria). 

 

2 = Maybe (it is unclear if it meets the inclusion criteria, or if it 

meets exclusion criteria). It requires further investigation (of full paper). 

 

3 = No (it is clear that it either does not meet the inclusion criteria, and/or meets 

exclusion criteria). 

 

Stage C: Following completion of Stage B, all papers designated 1 or 2 were read 

in entirety to give a final code: 

 

1 = Yes the paper meets the inclusion criteria, and evades the exclusion criteria. 

 

3 = No, the paper does not meet the inclusion criteria, and/or meets exclusion 

criteria. 
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Appendix B: Preliminary review searches 

Search 1 
Purpose:  The initial search was to determine the factors relevant in the 

research question. 

Terms: (engag* AND therap*) and (forensic OR prison* OR jail OR 

inmate* OR secure. 

Search Results: 548 

Process:  Screening stage A, conducted by PI and research supervisor 

(97% overlap in 1 and 2s). Screening stage B and C conducted 

by PI. 

Inclusion: A)  Relating to secure care. 

B)  Relating to interpersonal (individual or group) therapy, not 

medical or other physical treatment. 

C)  Subject of (or substantial contribution of) paper is regarding 

the nature, exploration or definition of therapeutic engagement; 

and/or in how it is measured, or improved. 

Exclusion: 1) Not as above. 

2) ("Therapy") related to offending, as opposed to 

clinical/healthcare matters, including drug treatments. 

 3) Relating to intellectual disability services. 

Results:  5 papers met inclusion criteria. 
 

Comments:  After more detailed consideration, it was understood that the 

inclusion criteria needed to be redesigned as there was an 

element of contradiction. There were a number of papers which 

related to substance use, however they did not involve medical 

treatment (unknown to the PI and research supervisor until 

greater investigation), and therefore these papers were 

excluded at all stages of the screening in search 1. 

  Furthermore, there were papers related to therapies associated 

with offending behaviours, which had been excluded. Upon 

more detailed consideration of the range of literature in the 

field, it was decided to remove this exclusion criteria. 
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Search 2 
Purpose:  Because the focus of the study was on therapeutic 

engagement with men, the search question was amended to 

reflect this (and to reduce the number of results for greater 

reliability): “What is known about therapeutic engagement in 

secure settings for men?” The new search would also reflect 

the updated inclusion and exclusion criteria. 

Terms:  (engag* AND therap*) AND (forensic OR prison* OR jail OR 

inmate* OR secure) AND (men or male) 

Search results: 103 (117 before duplicates removed) 

Process:  Screening stage A, conducted by PI and research supervisor 

(96% overlap in 1s and 2s) 

  Screening stage B and C conducted by PI. 

Inclusion: A)  Relates to secure care. 

 B)  Relating to interpersonal (individual or group) therapy 

C)  Subject of (or substantial contribution of) paper is regarding 

the nature, exploration or definition of therapeutic engagement; 

and/or in how it is measured, or improved. 

Exclusion: 1) Not as above. 

2) Medical or other physical treatment (including substance 

misuse, drug treatment and HIV). 

 3) Relating to intellectual disability services. 

Results: 7 papers (including 4 from search 1 [not 126]) 
 

Comments:  Following the analysis of the papers it became apparent that 

many therapeutic interventions in secure care were packaged 

as programmes, despite containing predominantly therapeutic 

aspects. This led to a final re-design of inclusion/exclusion 

criteria. 

Search 3 
Purpose:  Search 2 provided the same results as search 1, with two 

additional papers which had previously been excluded on the 

basis of their focus on substance use or violent offending. The 

PI was aware of a paper which had not been selected using the 
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search terms, which met the inclusion criteria (and did not meet 

the exclusion criteria). It was found that by selecting men or 

male in the “all text” option gave access to this paper in the 

results, as well as a further three. 

Terms:  (engag* AND therap*) AND (forensic OR prison* OR jail OR 

inmate* OR secure) AND (men or male [ALL TEXT]) 

Search results: 186 

Process:  Screening stage A, B, and C conducted by PI. Due to the 

overlap with searches 1 and 2, the papers had predominantly 

already been through screening stage A by the research 

supervisor. 

Inclusion criteria: Relating to secure settings; relating to individual/group therapy 

or therapeutic programmes; and subject of (or substantial 

contribution of) paper is regarding the nature, exploration, or 

definition of TE, and/or in how it is measured, or improved. 

Exclusion criteria: Not as per inclusion criteria; and treatment programmes using 

medical or physical means, or drugs/medication. Relating to 

intellectual disability services.  

Results:  11 papers (including all 7 from Search 2 and all 5 from 
Search 1) 

Search 4 
Purpose:  Due to the PI finding a further paper which met criteria, 

however was not selected using search terms, the keyword 

specified on that paper “therapeutic relationships” was added 

for search 4 which included that paper plus two others.  

Terms:  ((engag* AND therap*) OR “therapeutic relationships”) AND 

(forensic OR prison* OR jail OR inmate* OR secure) AND (men 

or male [ALL TEXT]) 

Search results: 219 [271 before removing duplicates) On 5th December 2013 

  =121 Psychinfo, 95 Academic search complete, 55 cinhal 

plus with full text 

  (Web of knowledge = 219 [before duplicates = no difference) 

Process:  Screening stage A, B, and C conducted by PI. Due to the 

overlap with searches 1 and 2, the papers had predominantly 
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already been through screening stage A by the research 

supervisor. 

Inclusion and exclusion: As per Search 3 

Results: 10 papers (including all 12 from Search 3) 
 
10 Papers were: 8, 9, 30, 34, 53, 62, 72, 104, 161, 162. 
 
CONTINUING SEARCH: 
Since December 5th 2013 an E-mail auto response from EBSCO sent all new 

papers which meet the search terms (search 4) to the PI. Each paper was 

evaluated using screening stages A, B and C. To this date (22nd April 2014), no 

additional papers have qualified for further critical review. 
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Appendix C: Qualitative paper screening tool 

1) What were the aims? 
What were the research questions? Were these clearly stated? Was the significance and relevance 
clearly stated?  

 

2) Was the choice of qualitative methodology appropriate?  
Was the design used appropriate for the aims? Did the authors justify their choice of method 
(compared to others)? Could it have been investigated better using a different design? Was the 
design appropriate for general/specific aims? Was the design congruous with methodological 
guidelines?  Were any interventions used described sufficiently? 

 

3) Was bias considered?  
Did the authors state their theoretical orientations / personal anticipations (owning one’s 
perspective)? Were these considered in the formulation of the method? Were there any conflicts of 
interest? 

 
4) Were ethical issues considered? 

Was there sufficient information to determine if ethical procedures were followed (in design, 
consent, and recruitment)? Did the authors consider outcomes on participants and other 
stakeholders during and following the study? Was the relationship between researcher and 
participants considered? Was there service user involvement in the design, analysis and 
dissemination? 

 

5) Was the recruitment of participants appropriate? 
Was the recruitment strategy appropriate? Was the sample situated with sufficient information? 
Were the participants appropriate to give access to the data required? Were all those approached 
accounted for? 

 

6) Was data collection conducted in an appropriate way? 
Were the data collection methods and settings described clearly and explicitly? Was justification 
given for the method? Was the form of data used clear and justified? Was saturation of data 
discussed? 

 

7) Was the data analysed with sufficient rigor? 
Was the data analysis described in sufficient detail for replication? Was the data analysis credible 
(e.g. triangulation, followed recommended guidelines)? Did the researchers critically examine their 
own roles in analysis and dissemination? For interpretative methods, was there evidence that the 
original data had been interpreted? 

 

8) Was there a clear statement of findings? 
Did these relate to the aims? Were they discussed in relation to the original research question? 
Were the themes coherent and integrated? Were there arguments for and against? 

 
9) Was the presentation of data appropriate? 

Were extracts of data used to provide examples of themes? Did the extracts presented provide 
evidence for the suggested themes? Could the themes be understood from the data/extracts 
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presented? Was contradictory data considered? Was the analysis process made clear by offering 
an explanation of how the presented data was selected? Have they considered null results? 

 

10) What were the clinical implications? 
Has transferability been discussed? Were further study/follow ups suggested?  

 

11) Had the study been considered in the context of existing literature? 
Did the author(s) critically evaluate the literature relating to the subject? Did they consider 
positions that they do not agree with? How did the results sit with existing literature? 

 

12) Did the publication resonate with the reader? 
Did it accurately represent the subject matter or further understanding of the subject? Were 
experiences brought to life? 
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Appendix D: Quantitative paper screening tool 

 

1) Was the research addressing a clearly focussed issue? 
 Were the aims and research question(s) clear and relevant? Was the population well defined? Were the 

outcomes considered?  
 

1) Was the choice of quantitative methodology appropriate?  
Did the authors justify their choice of method (compared to others)? Was the design used appropriate 
for the aims? Was the method described in sufficient detail? Could it have been investigated better 
using a different design? Was the design appropriate for general/specific aims? Were any interventions 
used described sufficiently?  
 

2) Were all variables clearly defined? 
For example: Outcome, exposure, predictor, potential confounder, & effect modifier variables. 

 

3) Was bias considered?  
Were measurements objective? Were there any conflicts of interest (for participants/researchers)? 
Were potential sources of bias addressed? 

 

4) Were ethical issues considered? 
Was there sufficient information to determine if ethical procedures were followed (in design, consent, 
and recruitment)? Did the authors consider outcomes on participants and other stakeholders during and 
following the study? Was there service user involvement in the design, analysis and dissemination? 

 
5) Was the recruitment of participants appropriate? 

Was the recruitment strategy (including sampling and inclusion/exclusion criteria) appropriate? Were 
the participants representative of a defined population? Was group assignment randomised? Was 
everyone included who should have been included? Were the participants suitably described?  Were all 
those approached accounted for at the end? 

 

6) Was data collection conducted in an appropriate way? 
Were the data collection methods (including researchers) and settings described clearly and explicitly? 
Were the assessment tools used validated? Were assessments used consistently across groups?  

 

7) Was the data analysed with sufficient rigor? 
Was the data analysis described in sufficient detail for replication? Was the data analysed in a way that 
addressed the study aims? Did the researchers critically examine their own roles in analysis and 
dissemination? 

 
8) Was there a clear statement of results? 

What were the results? Did these relate to the aims? Were they discussed in relation to the original 
research question? Were there arguments for and against?  

 
9) Was the presentation of results appropriate? 

Were effect sizes, probabilities and statistics clearly and accurately reported? Do these justify the 
conclusions? Was contradictory data considered? Were all important outcomes considered? Have they 
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considered null results? Were potential limitations (e.g. bias, imprecision) discussed? Were all 
participants accounted for at analysis/follow up? 

 
10) What were the clinical implications? 

Could the findings be applied? Was generalisability discussed? Were further study/follow ups 
suggested? Were follow ups reported? Were any potential harms considered? 
 

11) Had the study been considered in the context of existing literature? 
Did the author(s) critically evaluate the literature relating to the subject? Did they consider positions 
that they do not agree with? How did the results sit with existing literature? What does it add to our 
knowledge? 
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Appendix E: Certificate of indemnity 
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Appendix F: Peer review approval 
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Appendix G: NHS proportionate review unfavourable opinion 
 

 

 
 

 



XVII 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 



XVIII 
 

 
 

Appendix H: NHS REC unfavourable opinion 
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Appendix I: NHS REC favourable opinion 
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Appendix J: Local trust research and development approval 
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Appendix K: Consent form 
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Appendix L: Participant information sheet 
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Appendix M: Letter to service user research group 
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Appendix N: Staff information sheet 
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Appendix O: Service user produced interview guide 

 

 
 

 



XXXIV 
 

 
 

 



XXXV 
 

 
 

 



XXXVI 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 



XXXVII 
 

 
 

Appendix P: Examples of line by line coding 
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Appendix Q: Examples of diagrammatic analysis of cases 
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Appendix R: Examples of diagrammatic analysis across cases 
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Appendix S: Diagram of themes 
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