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Quality assessment of prison anger management studies

Independently of the present study, a systematic review of prison-based anger management studies was conducted by author IB in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of ClinPsyD from Birmingham University. A summary is shown below and full details are available from the authors on request.

The literature search was conducted in October 2014 in the EMBASE, MEDLINE and PSYCINFO databases, using the search terms (anger management/aggression control/aggression management/anger therapy) and (prison/offender/incarcerated/forensic/inmate/secure). A total of 89 papers were identified, from which 10 were selected on the basis of the following inclusion and exclusion criteria. Inclusion: peer reviewed journal articles; quantitative intervention studies; subsequent to the pioneering study of Novaco (1997); adult male participants. Exclusion: observational studies, review articles, dissertations or books; pre-1997; child, adolescent or female participants. 

Quality was assessed according to the quality framework proposed by Downs and Black (1998) for healthcare intervention studies. Subsequently, author IB, who had no prior knowledge of this study, assessed the current paper according to the same criteria. 

Downs, S.H. and Black, N. (1998). The feasibility of creating a checklist for the assessment of the methodological quality both of randomized and non-randomized studies of health care interventions. Journal of Epidemiology Community Health, 52, 377-384.
Novaco, R. (1997). Remediating anger and aggression with violent offenders, Legal and Criminological Psychology2, 77–88.
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