Additional file 8. PROGRESS-plus framework (Cochrane Methods Equity, 2021)

Abbreviations: HS: high school; NR: not reported; SD: standard deviation

Notes: * super weighted adjusted for baseline sample differences data presented here

Study (year) | Group name | Group (n) Age Sex Place of Race / ethnicity / Occupation Religio | Education | Socioeconomic Social capital
(years) residence culture n status and networks
(Deschenes et | Drug court 176 Age atcurrent | % male: 76.1 | NR % African % unemployed at NR % less See occupation. | % Married: 18.2
al., 1995) conviction: American: 21.6; % | arrest: 46.6 than high No other
29.2 Hispanic: 27.8; % school additional
White: 48.3 education | measures
(i.e.no reported
high
school
diploma):
56.3
Routine 454 Age at current | % male: 78.6 NR % African % unemployed at NR % less as above % Married: 17.2
probation conviction: American: 18.7; % | arrest: 41 than high
30.1 Hispanic: 23.3; % school
White: 55.7 education:
46.7
(Desland & DACAP 47 Male age 26M/21F NR NR Employment NR Education | NR Marital status: %
Batey, 1992) (SD): 22.9 history: % males (range): single (male): 77,
(6.5); Female never employed: males 8-10 married/de facto:
age (SD): 21.2 12; % males years; 23, separated: 0;
4.7) previously females 7- % single (female):
employed: 88; % 12 years 76, married/de
females never facto: 19,
employed: 57; % separated: 5
females previously
employed: 43;
Self-referred 45 Male age 25M/20F NR NR Employment NR Education | NR Marital status: %
(SD): 26.6 history: % males (range): single (male): 44,
(4.2); Female never employed: males 9-16 married/de facto:
age (SD): 24.8 8; % males years; 48, separated: 8;
4.4) previously females % single (female):
employed: 92; % 10-16 35, married/de
females never years facto: 55,

employed: 20; %

separated: 10




Study (year) | Group name | Group (n) Age Sex Place of Race / ethnicity / Occupation Religio | Education | Socioeconomic Social capital
(years) residence culture n status and networks
females previously
employed: 80;
(Festinger et Computerised | 101 NR % African- NR NR NR NR
al., 2016) HIV American: 66%; %
prevention Caucasian: 12%;
intervention Mean age %Not
(SD): 25.37 reported/missing:2 Never married:
(7.69) % male: 81 2 96%
Attention 99 Mean age NR % African- NR NR NR NR
control (SD): 23.77 American: 62; Never married:
(6.61) % male: 82 Caucasian: 11% 91%
(Gottfredson BDTC 139 Mean age % male: 741 | NR % African- 23 percent were NR 47 percent | NR 16 percent were
& Exum, (SD): 34.8 American: 89.2 employed had at married
2002) (7.5) least a
high
school
education
Treatment as 96 Mean age % male: 74.0 NR % African- NR NR NR NR NR
usual (SD): 34.7 American: 89.6
(7.9)
(Green & Drug court 951 33.69 % male: 70.0 Homeless: % White: 55, % % currently NR % HS Base 10 log of | % primary care
Rempel, prior 6 Black/African employed: 37, % degree/GD | annual income: | responsibility for
2012)* months: 12% | American: 32, % currently in or higher: | $4.46 children < 18
Hispanic/Latino: 6, | school: 8%, 59 years: 18
% Other (including | number of weeks
multiracial): 7 worked in last 6
months: 8.73
Comparison 523 34.28 % male: 69.0 | Homeless: % White: 54, % % currently NR % HS Base 10 log of | % primary care
group prior 6 Black/African employed: 37, % degree/GD | annual income: | responsibility for
months: 12% | American: 25, % currently in or higher: | $4.46 children < 18
Hispanic/Latino: 5, | school: 9%, 60 years: 17
% Other (including | number of weeks
multiracial): 6 worked in last 6
months: 8.62
(Harrell etal., | Sanctions 240 Median: 33 % male: 86 NR % African- NR NR NR NR NR
1998) docket American: 96
Treatment 140 Median: 29.6 | % male: 85 NR % African- NR NR NR NR NR
docket American: 99
Standard 311 Median: 31.2 | % male: 85 NR % African- NR NR NR NR NR
docket American: 96




Study (year) | Group name | Group (n) Age Sex Place of Race / ethnicity / Occupation Religio | Education | Socioeconomic Social capital
(years) residence culture n status and networks
(Harrell etal., | Brooklyn 283 35.3 283 F NR % African- % employed: 9.9% | NR NR NR Number of
2001) Treatment American: 70% children: 2.6;
Court Number of
children at home:
0.58
Comparison 114 36 114 F NR % African- % employed: NR NR NR Number of
group American: 66.7% 19.7% children: 1.9;
Number of
children at home:
0.54
(Jones, 2013) Intensive 66 Mean:; 32.2 % male: 84.9 NR % Indigenous: 13.6 | NR NR NR NR NR
Judicial
Supervision
Supervision as | 70 Mean: 32.5 % male: 82.9 NR % Indigenous: 8.6 NR NR NR NR NR
usual
(MacDonald DUI Court 117 36.6 "92% of all NR % Hispanic: 83.7 % employed full- Education | NR % married: 42.7,
et al., 2007) respondents time: 76 (years of Number of
were male"” % Spanish as school children: 2
primary NR completed
language:43.2, % ): 10.9
Citizen: 40.3
Mandatory 119 34.2 as above NR % Hispanic: 87.3 % employed full- NR Education | NR % married: 38.6,
minimums time: 73.1 (years of Number of
% Spanish as school children: 1.8
primary language: completed
46.9, % Citizen: ): 10.8
48.7
(NCT0297841 | Drug Court 5 36.2 (9.4) % male: 80 NR Ethnicity: % NR NR NR NR NR
7, 2016) (Vivitrol) Hispanic or Latino:

0; % NOT
Hispanic or Latino:
100; Unknown or
not reported: 0.
Race: % American
Indian or Alaska

Native: 0; % Asian:

0; % Native
Hawaiian or other
Pacific Islander: 0;
% Black or African




Study (year)

Group name

Group (n)

Age
(years)

Sex

Place of
residence

Race / ethnicity /
culture

Occupation

Religio
n

Education

Socioeconomic
status

Social capital
and networks

American: 20; %
White: 80; % More
than one race: 0; %
Unknown or not
reported: 0

Treatment as
usual

37.4 (13.4)

% male: 60

NR

Ethnicity: %
Hispanic or Latino:
20; % NOT
Hispanic or Latino:
80; Unknown or
not reported: 0;
Race: % American
Indian or Alaska

0; % Native
Hawaiian or other
Pacific Islander: 0;
% Black or African
American: 20; %
White: 80; % More
than one race: 0; %
Unknown or not
reported: 0

Native: 0; % Asian:

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

(Rodriguez-
Monguio et
al., 2021)

Drug Courts

271

Mean age at
court intake
(SD): 31.5
(8.54)

% male: 66.4

NR

Race: % White:
82.3, % African
American: 6.6, %
Hispanic: 9.2, %
Other: 1.5, %
missing: 0.4

% employed full-
time: 9.6, % not
employed full-
time: 84.5, %
missing: 5.9

NR

NR

NR

% had children:
59.9%, %
missing: 4.4%

Traditional
Courts

271

Mean age at
court intake
(SD): 35.99
(11.43)

% male: 87.5

NR

Race: % White:
83.4, % African
American: 5.5, %
Hispanic: 10.3, %
Other: 0.7, %
missing: 0

% employed full-
time: 14.8, % not
employed full-
time: 84.1, %
missing: 1.1

NR

NR

NR

% had children:
50.2%, %
missing: 4.1%
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