	Table S1
Articles Excluded during Full-text Screening

	Reference
	Reason Excluded

	Ahmad, W. F. W., Sarlan, A., & Rauf, N. A. (2019). ESCAPE: Interactive fire simulation and training for children using virtual reality (Vol. 843). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-99007-1_62 
	Not a peer-reviewed journal article

	Ahrns-Klas, K. S., Wahl, W. L., & Hemmila, M. R. (2012). Do burn centers provide juvenile firesetter intervention? Journal of Burn Care and Research, 33(2), 272–278.
	No intervention evaluated

	Almeida, J. E., Rossetti, R. J. F., Faria, B. M., & Coelho, A. L. (2015). Using serious games to train children and elicit fire safety behaviour (Vol. 353). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-16486-1_114
	Not a peer-reviewed journal article

	Apsche, J. A., Siv, A. M., & Bass, C. K. (2005). A case analysis of MDT with an adolescent with conduct personality disorder and fire setting behaviors. International Journal of Behavioral Consultation and Therapy, 1(4), 312–322.
	Irrelevant outcomes measured

	Beckett, K., Goodenough, T., Deave, T., Jaeckle, S., McDaid, L., Benford, P., Hayes, M., Towner, E., & Kendrick, D. (2014). Implementing an injury prevention briefing to aid delivery of key fire safety messages in UK children’s centres: Qualitative study nested within a multi-centre randomised controlled trial. BMC Public Health, 14(1). https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-14-1256
	Irrelevant sample

	Bennett, B. K., Gamelli, R. L., Duchene, R. C., Atkocaitis, D., & Plunkett, J. A. (2004). Burn Education Awareness Recognition and Support (BEARS): A community-based juvenile firesetters assessment and treatment program. Journal of Burn Care & Research, 25(3), 324–327. https://doi.org/10.1097/01.BCR.0000124748.35135.A2
	No intervention evaluated

	Cole, Robert., Crandall, R., & Bills, J. (2006). Juvenile Firesetting: A Community Guide to Prevention and Intervention. Fireproof Children/Prevention First
	Not a peer-reviewed journal article

	Deave, T., Hawkins, A., Kumar, A., Hayes, M., Cooper, N., Watson, M., Ablewhite, J., Coupland, C., Sutton, A., Majsak-Newman, G., McDaid, L., Goodenough, T., Beckett, K., McColl, E., Reading, R., & Kendrick, D. (2017). Evaluating implementation of a fire-prevention injury prevention briefing in children’s centres: Cluster randomised controlled trial. PLoS ONE, 12(3), 1–23. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0172584
	Irrelevant sample

	Duchossois, G. P., Nance, M. L., Garcia-Espana, J. F., & Flores, J. (2009). Sustainability of an in-home fire prevention intervention. Journal of Trauma Nursing, 16(4), 194–200. https://doi.org/10.1097/JTN.0b013e3181ca0876
	No intervention evaluated

	Henderson, J. L., MacKay, S., & Peterson-Badali, M. (2010). Interdisciplinary knowledge translation: Lessons learned from a mental health: Fire service collaboration. American Journal of Community Psychology, 46(3–4), 277–288. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-010-9349-2
	Irrelevant sample

	Henderson, J. L., MacKay, S., & Peterson-Badali, M. (2006, January 1). Closing the research-practice gap: Factors affecting adoption and implementation of a children’s mental health program. Journal of Clinical Child and Adolescent Psychology, 35(1), 2–12.
	No intervention evaluated

	Kang, H., Yang, J., Ko, B., Kim, B., Song, O., & Choi, S. (2024). Integrated Augmented and Virtual Reality Technologies for Realistic Fire Drill Training. IEEE Computer Graphics and Applications, Computer Graphics and Applications, IEEE, IEEE Comput. Grap. Appl, 44(2), 89–99. https://doi.org/10.1109/MCG.2023.3303028
	No intervention evaluated

	Lehna, C., Fahey, E., Janes, E. G., Rengers, S., Williams, J., Scrivener, D., & Myers, J. (2015). Home fire safety education for parents of newborns. Burns:Journal of the International Society for Burn Injuries, 41(6), 1199–1204. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.burns.2015.02.009
	Irrelevant sample

	Lehna, C., Janes, E. G., Rengers, S., Graviss, J., Scrivener, D., Knabel, T., & Myers, J. A. (2014, January 1). Impact of children with special needs on differences in fire-safety education priorities, preferred method of education, and parent actions. Journal of Burn Care and Research, 35(2), 162–168.
	No intervention evaluated

	Lehna, C., Janes, E. G., Rengers, S., Graviss, J., Scrivener, D., Knabel, T., Carver, E., & Myers, J. (2014). Community partnership to promote home fire safety in children with special needs. Burns:Journal of the International Society for Burn Injuries, 40(6), 1179–1184. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.burns.2013.12.019
	Irrelevant sample

	Long, C. G., Banyard, E., Fulton, B., & Hollin, C. R. (2014, January 1). Developing an assessment of fire-setting to guide treatment in secure settings: The St Andrew’s Fire and Arson Risk Instrument (SAFARI). Behavioural and Cognitive Psychotherapy, 42(5), 617–628.
	No intervention evaluated

	Morgner, C., & Patel, H. (2021). Understanding ethnicity and residential fires from the perspective of cultural values and practices: A case study of Leicester, United Kingdom. Fire Safety Journal, 125.
	Irrelevant sample

	Morrongiello, B. (2012). Innovations in child injury prevention: evidence-based strategies that address fire safety for young children and playground safety for older children. Injury Prevention;18: A62.
	Not a peer-reviewed journal article

	Mtambeka, P., Toit, N. D., Schulman, D., & Van As, A. B. (2016). 941 Preventing childhood injuries through educational posters. Injury Prevention;22:A334-A335.
	Irrelevant outcomes measured

	Pinto, C. P. W. (2018). 1470 Safe home safe kids: public private partnerships to increase fire safety awareness among children and parents. Injury Prevention;24:A234-A235.
	Irrelevant outcomes measured

	Pooley, K. (2017). Youth justice conferencing for youth misuse of fire: A child-centred disaster risk reduction mechanism. Australian Journal of Emergency Management, The, 32(2), 54–59. https://doi.org/10.3316/informit.815731292472673
	Irrelevant outcomes measured

	Rimmer, R. B., Pressman, M., Joiner, J., Winchester, S., Foster, K. N., & Caruso, D. M. (2010). The effectiveness of a culturally sensitive burn and fire prevention program designed for inner city school students and parents. Injury Prevention (1353-8047), 16, A22.
	Not a peer-reviewed journal article

	Satyen, L., Sosa, A., & Barnett, M. (2004). Applications of cognitive theories to children's fire safety education (Version 1). Deakin University. https://hdl.handle.net/10536/DRO/DU:30006230
	Not a peer-reviewed journal article

	Sun, L., Lee, B.G., Pike, M., Chung, WY. (2024). Optimizing Interface and Interaction Design for Non-immersive VR Firefighting Games: A User Experience Approach. In: Choi, B.J., Singh, D., Tiwary, U.S., Chung, WY. (eds) Intelligent Human Computer Interaction. IHCI 2023. Lecture Notes in Computer Science, vol 14531. Springer, Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-53827-8_30
	Not a peer-reviewed journal article


Notes. “Irrelevant sample” refers to studies that did not exclusively assess participants under the age of 18 during the prevention or intervention program. “Irrelevant outcomes” refers to studies that focused on general aggressive behaviors or unsafe home practices without specifying incidents related to firesetting or fire safety.

Studies identified through electronic database searching: 
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Fig. S1. PRISMA diagram of screening process for systematic review (Page et al., 2021).



	Table S2
Joanna Briggs Institute Critical Appraisal for Included Studies

	References
	JBI randomised control trial appraisal checklist (Barker et al., 2023)

	
	Randomised assignment to groups
	Concealed group allocation
	Groups similar at baseline
	Participants blind to assignment
	Those delivering blind to assignment 
	Groups identical (excluding intervention)
	Assessors blind to assignment
	Outcomes measured the same
	Outcomes measured reliably
	Follow-up complete
	Participants analysed in assigned groups
	Appropriate statistical analysis
	Appropriate trial design
	Total score

	Borzekowski et al. (2014)
	⚫
	⚫
	⚪
	⚪
	⚪
	⚫
	⚪
	⚫
	⚫
	⚪
	⚫
	⚪
	⚪
	6/13

	
	No baseline or follow-up assessment conducted. Logistical regression was used to investigate predictors of fire-safety knowledge retention and understanding, however no inferential statistics used for direct group comparisons. Unclear if assessors were blinded, although the study design prevented participants or those delivering the intervention from being blinded to group assignment. 
	

	Cole et al. (2004)
	⚫
	⚫
	⚪
	⚪
	⚪
	⚫
	⚪
	⚫
	⚫
	⚪
	⚫
	⚪
	⚪
	6/13

	
	No baseline or follow-up assessment conducted. No details of inferential statistics used to compare groups were provided. The study design prevented participants or those delivering the intervention from being blinded to group assignment. Researchers were not blinded once participants were allocated to treatment conditions.
	

	Kendrick et al. (2007)
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚪
	⚪
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚪
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	10/13

	
	No follow-up assessment was conducted. Participating school children and teachers who administered the fire-safety program were unable to be blinded to group allocation. 
	

	Kolko et al. (2006)
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚪
	⚪
	⚫
	⚪
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	10/13

	
	Participants and intervention administrators were unable to be blinded to group allocation. Three interventions were compared, however there was no control group.
	

	Morrongiello et al. (2012)
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚪
	⚫
	⚫
	⚪
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	11/13

	
	Unclear if assessors were blind to assignments. Participants played either a dog safety or fire safety video game, unaware which is the experimental condition. No follow-up assessment conducted.
	

	
	JBI quasi-experimental studies appraisal checklist

	
	Clear cause and effect
	Participants in any comparisons were similar
	Groups identical (excluding intervention)
	Control group
	Multiple pre and post measurements of outcomes
	Follow-up complete
	Outcomes measured the same
	Outcomes measured reliably
	Appropriate statistical analysis
	Total score

	Hwang et al. (2006)
	⚫
	⚫
	⚪
	⚫
	⚫
	⚪
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	7/9

	
	No follow-up assessment completed. Limited demographic information provided on control and experimental groups.
	

	Kennedy & Mason (2015)
	⚫
	⚪
	⚪
	⚪
	⚪
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	5/9

	
	No control group recruited. Administration of fire-safety program was not standardised, and participants were assessed using a 9-item fire-safety questionnaire.
	

	Lamb et al. (2006)
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	9/9

	
	
	

	
	JBI cohort studies appraisal checklist

	
	Two groups similar and recruited from the same population
	Exposures measured similar for all groups
	Exposure measured in a valid and reliable way
	Confounding factors identified
	Strategies to deal with confounding factors
	Groups free of outcome at baseline
	Outcomes measured in a valid and reliable way
	Follow-up complete
	Follow-up time long enough for outcomes
	Strategies to address incomplete follow-up
	Appropriate statistical analysis
	Total score

	Chavez et al. (2014)
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚪
	⚪
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	9/11

	
	Intervention administered across different school year levels, no control group who did not receive the intervention. Impact of confounding variables on intervention was not investigated.
	

	Dadswell et al. (2021)
	⚪
	N/A
	⚫
	⚪
	⚪
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	7/11

	
	No comparator group, all participants were those who completed Firelighting Consequences Awareness Program. Impact of confounding variables on intervention was not investigated.
	

	Lambie et al. (2013)
	⚪
	N/A
	⚫
	⚫
	⚪
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	8/11

	
	No comparator group, all participants were those who completed the New Zealand Fire Awareness Intervention Program. Confounding variables assessed, although unable to determine how they impacted intervention outcomes.
	

	Lambie et al. (2019)
	⚪
	N/A
	⚫
	⚫
	⚪
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	8/11

	
	No comparator group, all participants were those who completed the New Zealand Fire Awareness Intervention Program. Confounding variables assessed, although unable to determine how they impacted intervention outcomes.
	

	Pooley (2020)
	⚪
	N/A
	⚫
	⚪
	⚪
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	7/11

	
	No comparator group, all participants were those who completed Youth Justice Conferencing. Impact of confounding variables on intervention was not investigated.
	

	
	JBI case series appraisal checklist (Munn et al., 2020)

	
	Clear inclusion criteria
	Condition measured in a standard, reliable way
	Valid methods for identification of condition
	Consecutive inclusion of participants
	Complete inclusion of participants
	Clear demographics
	Clear reporting of clinical information
	Outcomes or follow up results clearly reported
	Clear reporting of site/clinic demographic information
	Appropriate statistical analysis
	Total score

	Çakiroğlu & Gökoğlu (2019)
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚪
	⚪
	⚫
	⚪
	⚫
	⚫
	⚪
	6/10

	
	No inferential statistics were used to analyse results. Limited demographic information presented. Only ten participants with varying gaming experience were recruited for the study.
	

	Garcia et al. (2016)
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚪
	⚪
	⚪
	⚪
	⚫
	⚪
	⚪
	4/10

	
	No inferential statistics were used to analyse results. Sample limited to three children with autism with no further information provided on their level of support required.
	

	Guo et al. (2024)
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚪
	⚪
	⚪
	⚪
	⚫
	⚫
	⚪
	5/10

	
	Ten children with ASD recruited, reported on measures used to evaluate condition, although results were not reported. Demographics of children were not reported. No inferential statistics were used when analysing results.
	

	Houvouras & Harvey (2014)
	⚪
	⚪
	⚪
	⚪
	⚪
	⚫
	⚪
	⚫
	⚫
	⚪
	3/10

	
	Three children were recruited and only two completed the study. Two children were diagnosed with ADHD and had unspecified behavioural problems and a history of fire misuse. No inferential statistics were used to analyse results.
	

	Padgett et al. (2006)
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚪
	⚪
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚪
	⚪
	6/10

	
	No inferential statistics were used when analysing results. Limited procedural details were provided on the fire-safety education computer game. Five participants with partial or full foetal alcohol syndrome took part in the study.
	

	
	JBI qualitative study appraisal checklist (Lockwood et al., 2015)

	
	Congruity between stated philosophical perspective ad research methodology
	Congruity between research methodology and research question
	Congruity between research methodology and methods used
	Congruity between research methodology and representation and analysis of data
	Congruity between methodology and interpretation of results
	Statement locating research culturally or theoretically
	Influence of research on research (and vice-versa) addressed
	Participants adequately represented
	Research ethical and evidence of ethical approval
	Conclusions flow from analysis
	Total score

	Lambie et al. (2012)
	⚪
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚪
	⚪
	⚫
	⚪
	⚫
	6/10

	
	The article provided no statement on: philosophical perspective, evidence of ethical approval, researchers’ influence on the research, or locating the researcher culturally/theoretically. 
	

	Lidstone (2006)
	⚪
	⚫
	⚪
	⚫
	⚫
	⚪
	⚪
	⚪
	⚪
	⚫
	4/10

	
	The article provided no statement on: philosophical perspective, evidence of ethical approval, researchers’ influence on the research, or locating the researcher culturally/theoretically. Use of group interviews may have inhibited some school children’s from providing their perspective.
	

	Zaini et al., 2019
	⚪
	⚫
	⚫
	⚫
	⚪
	⚫
	⚪
	⚪
	⚪
	⚪
	4/10

	
	The article provided no statement on: philosophical perspective, evidence of ethical approval, or researchers’ influence on the research. Children playing the fire-safety computer game were observed and not directly interviewed. Unclear whether children’s observed performance while playing the computer game transfers to real-world fire-safety knowledge and behaviour.
	


Notes. ⚫= Criteria met; ⚪= Criteria not met/unclear; N/A = Not Applicable.
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