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Introduction to the Review:
The article was published in a legitimate source, Probation Journal, which is a nationally recognised peer reviewed journal. Furthermore, it is acknowledged as an appropriate source for publishing scientific studies, particularly regarding criminal justice research (carr, 2018). 
This review will be evaluating the pilot study conducted by Himelstein et al in 2012, in order to identify the strengths and limitations. The study aimed to measure the effectiveness of using a mindfulness-based intervention, over a 10-week period, on incarcerated youths in a juvenile detention centre in San Francisco.  
Overview:
On the initial reading of the study, it would appear appropriate in its format and purpose and to have a clear layout. However, upon further inspection, methodological issues arise and are apparent throughout the study. These issues will be discussed in the Methodology section of the review. The author has chosen a concise title which informs the reader about the intentions of the article. The intention of the study is to assess the impact of mindfulness treatment on incarcerated youth. Additionally, the title could have included the word male, allowing it to be included in a more precise topic area. The abstract includes specific details of the study, although it could have used more detailed factors such as the participant’s location, ages, ethnicity and gender. The abstract only makes reference to the quantitative aspect of the study. The semi-structured interviews should have been included in the abstract, as should have the methodology used to analyse this data. The introduction sets the scene for mindfulness interventions. The authors include a brief summary of when mindfulness interventions have been implemented. The reasons for its apparent success are mentioned in the introduction, to be expanded on further in the review. The purpose of the study is clear, the introduction states the importance of using mindfulness interventions with appropriate references. The introduction states a clear need for the study and how it will add to the existing body of literature in the field, which is currently lacking, hence the nature of the pilot study. 
Authorship:
Before analysing the material, it is helpful to acknowledge the authority of the authors and identify any potential bias from their contributions to the study. The first author, Sam Himelstein, is a licenced psychologist and currently works in the Chemical Dependency program that he helped to develop. Sam Himelstein is the author of two books and journal articles. He was previously an incarcerated youth and is now committed to helping incarcerated youth and their families (Himelstein, 2018).
Arthur Hastings was a former professor at the Institute of Transpersonal Psychology and deceased in 2014. Arthur Hastings researched facilitated in the foundation of Transpersonal Psychology, a subject he was passionate about. He was also interviewed on television to explain Transpersonal Psychology, as he has extensive knowledge surrounding it (Parapsychological association, 2018).
Myrtle Heery is currently a director at the International institute for Humanistic studies, which she helped to develop. She practices training programmes designed to teach skills about living in the moment. Myrtle Heery is a highly thought of researcher who often gives advice and support to psychologists regarding mindfulness (International institute for humanistic studies existential-humanistic psychotherapy, 2018).
Shauna Shapiro is an author and professor and was previously featured on TED talks to discuss mindfulness. She has published more than 150 journal articles in this area of field (Rythmia life advancement center, 2017).  
It appears all the authors are credible sources to be conducting a study in this research area. Sam Hamilstein was previously an incarcerated youth, and the authors seem to have a passion for mindfulness. This should be noted and critiqued for bias in the study as the authors may be looking for a desired outcome.
Literature review:
Mindfulness-based stress reduction is a relatively new intervention established in 1990 by Jon Kabat-Zinn. It was originally designed to provide support for patients who were experiencing difficult physical, emotional or stressful situations (Kabat-Zinn, 1994; cited by Samuelson et al, 2007). Mindfulness-based stress reduction has since been applied as an intervention in various settings ranging from substance abuse (Marcus et al, 2003; cited by Samuelson et al, 2007) to prison interventions for males (Samuelson et al, 2007). Although the literature review is not extensive, considering it is a pilot study, and therefore a starting point for this topic area, it appears to be sufficient. As mindfulness-based interventions have only been applied over the past 30 years, it is feasible that there would be a more limited literature review section. An example of this is the Samuelson et al (2007) study which also looks at mindfulness-based intervention on incarcerated males. It is also apparent the authors have used the Samuelson et al (2007) study as a basis to develop their own research. After assuming this study is based on a similar study, it is important to question whether it was necessary to conduct. Additionally, the importance of this study, compared to prior studies, is the lack of research on interventions focused on incarcerated youth. 
The review section is structured appropriately and has a clear layout with subheadings; which make it easier to follow. The sources used for the literature review range from Kabat-Zinn (1990) and 2009 (Puzzanchera and Biegel et al). Considering the study was conducted in 2012 the chosen sources are within a 10-year period. The theoretical studies cited in the review are primary sources, which is a good indication to show the author has identified a sound conceptual framework and are definitely making appropriate links to the study (Holder, 2003). One important area in the literature review is the section on self-regulation, stress and adolescents, as it discusses the relationship between adolescents and how they cope with self-regulation and stress. However, it only creates a link between the impact of mindfulness on these factors. This could be due to the lack of established research in this area, once again highlighting the need to develop alternative methods of treatment interventions in incarcerated youth. The literature review summarises the investigative nature of the study, in order to produce a seminal study, which is the intentions of the authors. 
Methodology: 
The study does not pose research questions as such; however, hypotheses are put forward which form the purpose of the study. The hypotheses were as follows; firstly, the mindfulness-based intervention would be a feasible intervention. Secondly, there would be a significant increase pretest to posttest for self-regulation results. Thirdly, there would be a significant decrease in perceived stress. Finally, the pretest and posttest of the mindfulness classes would show a significant difference in results (Himelstein et al, 2012). Participants were not selected by the authors, they were an opportunity sample based on a limiting criterion, this being the length of their incarceration.  All participants were male and this could be critiqued. However, due to the segregation of genders in prison, it could be argued as a feasible decision to select one gender population. This again relates back to the study being a pilot feasibility study.
Participants completed self-report assessments, these were given prior to and at the end of every session of the 10-week mindfulness-based class. The scales used were the Perceived Stress Scale 10 (PSS-10) by Cohen et al 1983,
the Mindfulness Attention Awareness Scale (MAAS) by Brown and Ryan (2003) and the Healthy Self-Regulation Scale (HSR) (West, 2008). The PSS-10 consists of 10 questions and is a shortened version of the original PSS scale, consisting of 14 items. It is a 5-point Likert scale and looks at the stressful situations encountered by participants in the month before completing the scale. The PSS-10 is shown to have a higher internal validity with a Cronbach’s alpha score of .78, compared to the original PSS scale. Thus, it was an appropriate choice to use for this study. Similarly, the internal reliability for this study was .77 (Himelstein et al, 2012) which is a feasible score and further shows it was an appropriate measure. The MAAS is a self-report 6-point Likert scale consisting of 15-items of measurement. MAAS looks at several factors including, general mindfulness, cognitions, interpersonal communication and both physical and emotional states (Hamelstein et al, 2012). The MAAS scale has a high internal consistency and the test-retest reliability is also sufficient according to the 2003 study by Brown and Ryan. This study has chosen another reliable measure and received a Cronbach’s alpha score of .93. The HSR is a 6-point Likert scale, derived from the MTASA scale. The HSR has a high internal consistency and validity. This study also showed a high internal consistency with a Cronbach’s alpha score of .81. According to Tavakol and Dennick (2011) research has shown that acceptable scores of Cronbach’s alpha range between .70 to .95. Therefore, the Cronbach’s alpha for the scales in this study, was an appropriate score and supports they were appropriate measures. The use of valid scales has produced sufficient data for this study and is another justification of why this study is feasible for future research. 
However, although the scales of measurement are valid, the author is not clear about the study using mixed methods. Reading the abstract indicates only quantitative data was collected via self-reported questionnaires. However, in the results section, for the first time throughout the article; an additional data collection is mentioned. This data was qualitative and involved semi-structured interviews. References to the semi-structured interviews are made in the form of quotes. Additionally, there is no measurable evidence of the qualitative results in the article. The data analysis method for the interviews was not stated anywhere in the article. The inclusion of this data, without the correct formatting, makes the scientific rigor of the article questionable. Expanding on this, there may have been research bias involved in the qualitative data collection and formation of analysis (Šimundić, 2012). On the other hand, one table was included to show the differences in mean scores before and after the intervention was implemented. Another critique of the article listed by the author was the inability to assess which elements of the mindfulness intervention worked to create the results of the study. This was due to the study using a comprehensive intervention which included mindfulness training, experimental activities, didactic learning and group process. In other words, it was unclear which factors were effective and how effective they were. 

Results:
The results section starts by explaining there was an additional 15 participants, whose data was not included in the study. This is due to the participants being released from the prison facility prior to the end of the study.  Additionally, the authors have explained in the discussion that the retention rate is similar to other studies in this area (Hamelstein, 2012). A two-factor ANOVA was used to analyse the quantitative data. No significant differences were found for the HSR, PSS-10 or the MAAS scales (the p values were less than 0.5). Additionally, MAAS means scores increased from pretest to posttest, but were not of significant difference. Significant differences in a decrease for the mean scores of PSS-10 were found between pretest (21) and posttest (18.7). Similarly, there was a significant difference between pretest (43.6) and posttest (48.7) for the HSR scale. One table is included to support the results that shows the mean and standard deviation of the pre-intervention and post-intervention results of the study. 

The results section is not as succinct as the rest of the article. This may be due to the qualitative methodological issues in the study. These issues become apparent when the author introduces the qualitative data in to the results, as they were not included prior to this section. The author does not include any qualitative data analysis, or explanation of the procedure. According to the author this data was collected after the mindfulness-training programme was implemented and the interviews seem to be a reflective account of the individual participants. As with all other data collection, there is a specific method to follow for the procedure to be considered ethical. It does not seem the author has taken in to consideration the correct methods for collecting, transcribing and analysing the data. All data should be conducted in a way that meets the APA ethical standards criteria (American Psychological Association, 2002). Additionally, Sutton and Austin (2015) highlighted that at least some minimal bias from the interpreter is unavoidable. However to reduce the potential negative effects of bias on results, it is appropriate if the data is recorded and analysed in a transparent and clear way. This allows the reader to recognise how conclusions were formed. It appears the authors have not followed these procedures. However as there is such little information regarding the qualitative methodology, this point remains inconclusive. In addition, the author does acknowledge issues with the qualitative data and states future research in this area should be conducted in a more ethically sound way.

Limitations:
The author acknowledged there were limitations to the study and these are highlighted in the limitations section. One of the main methodological limitations to the study was not including a control group. Researchers are aware that control groups are important for measuring the internal validity of a study and are required to identify whether the results are due to the intervention being used, rather than external variables unrelated to the study (Joy, Penhoet & Petitti, 2005). Thus, a control group is essential to assess the impact of an intervention. In addition, as this study did not use a control group and it is uncertain whether the results were directly related to the mindfulness-based intervention. A suggestion was made by the author to ensure future research in this area includes a control group to reduce the possibly of effects from extraneous variables. Another limitation of the study was the lack of a follow-up study to see if the results were still apparent outside of the prison facility. The author has also stated the small sample size is an important criticism of the study. This is according to Cohen (2008) who explained a small sample size can lead to a decrease in statistical efficacy. Moreover, the study could have achieved more robust effects with a bigger sample size. However, the author states the original sample included an additional 15 participants, who were unable to complete the training programme due to their release. This may be an unavoidable issue commonly found when studying incarcerated persons and therefore, out of the authors control. 

Discussion:
From the results of the study, the authors states that the first hypothesis of the mindfulness-based intervention has been supported. According to the author the results support both the second and third hypotheses; perceived stress and self-regulation significantly decreased from pretest to posttest. However, the fourth hypothesis, that there would be a significant difference pretest and posttest in mindfulness scores, was not supported. The authors have stated the lack of significant difference for the mindfulness scores could be due to two factors. Firstly, because of the intervals between the mindfulness training classes and secondly as the intervention does not adequately increase mindfulness. The authors then discuss the findings from the semi-structured interviews. Participants were accepting the mindfulness-based treatment and reporting finding it helpful and to hold personal value. The limitations are highlighted and discussed in detail once again. The author highlights the advantage of using this intervention as it is relatively inexpensive to use for incarcerated persons (Himelstein, 2012). This is an important point and of relevance to justify using this intervention over other, perhaps costlier inerventions. However, the feasibility of the study is considered by the authors to be sufficient to use as a basis for future studies in this topic area. The author notes that future research may help to uncover the underlying mechanisms of mindfulness-based interventions. Therefore, the author has acknowledged that although there are numerous issues in the study, its purpose is to provide evidence for future research to be conducted. Which may lead to this intervention being utilised in prison facilities.
Conclusion of Review: 
There were numerous limitations to the study, the methodological issues were the most prominent. However, the purpose of the study was to be a feasible starting point to highlight the positive effects of implementing a mindfulness-based treatment intervention on incarcerated youth. From this study, future research can progress looking at mindfulness-based interventions on incarcerated youth; which the literature is currently lacking. This study has shown there is a need for this type of intervention on incarcerated youth. In conclusion the authors have successfully provided a feasible study.
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