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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

As part of the annual research and evaluation work programme, an evaluation of the
Maori Focus Units (MFUs) and the Maori Therapeutic Programmes (MTPs) was
recently completed. The main purpose of the evaluation was to measure the extent
of positive learning and change amongst participants in MFUs and MTPs. A range of
methods was used, including structured interviews of participants, psychometric
measures, and reconviction analysis. Also examined were participant and staff
views about the nature and quality of the programme experience, analyses of
occupancy rates, and assessment of these units’ adherence to prescribed MFU
operating requirements.

Evidence was found that all five MFUs are operating in conformity to the prescribed
requirements for the programme. This included offering the full range of tikanga-
based courses and activities, regular involvement of local iwi groups, and functioning
prisoner-staff forums for decision-making. Importantly, interviews with prisoners
participating in the MFUs yielded a large amount of information supporting the
conclusion that a positive and pro-social environment is achieved in these units,
which is conducive of learning and change.

With respect to learning and change, the study generated extensive evidence of
MFUs’ participants acquiring new knowledge in relation to Tikanga Maori. This
suggests that strengthened cultural knowledge, and enhanced cultural identity, is
reliably being achieved amongst participants. Secondly, MTP participants displayed
positive change in terms of attitudes and beliefs related to criminal lifestyles. Finally,
relatively small but positive changes were found in terms of reduced reconvictions
and re-imprisonments for both MFU and MTPs.

Overall, interviews with participants and staff revealed a picture of a cohesive and
cooperative unit environment which prisoners found both engaging and rewarding.
However, the modest extent of impacts observed across all measures suggests that
MFUs are yet to operate to their full potential. The evaluation documented once
again the operational issue of recruitment and retention of suitable prisoners.
Further work is recommended to resolve this issue, as a high turnover of prisoners in
these units inevitably reduces the extent to which the units are able to develop and
maintain an atmosphere supportive of change. The manner in which unit staff
respond to gang membership is also raised as being worthy of further examination.



2 INTRODUCTION

The Department of Corrections is committed to reducing rates of re-offending
amongst the offenders it manages. To achieve this objective, the Department
facilitates delivery of a wide range of rehabilitative services to offenders, both in
prisons and in the community. Included within this range are the Maori Focus Units
(MFU) and Maori Therapeutic Programmes (MTPs).

Five MFUs are currently in operation’. The first was established at Hawke’s Bay
prison in 1997, with the remaining four - at Tongariro/Rangipo, Waikeria, Rimutaka,
and Wanganui prisons — becoming operational over the following few years. Most
operate in stand-alone 60-bed custodial units. The MFUs are the venue for delivery
of the Maori Therapeutic Programme (MTP), which constitutes one element of the
overall MFU “experience”.

Evaluation of the impact of the Department’s rehabilitative services is considered to
be essential, both to ensure that expenditure of available funds is justified, as well as
to provide information that supports on-going improvements to services.

The Department has been mindful of the need for an evaluation of both the MFUs
and MTPs for several years. However, such an evaluation has been delayed by the
need to ensure that these interventions were operating in accordance with their
prescribed operating principles. It was also necessary to allow for the accumulation
in the community of a sufficient number of programme “graduates”, to allow for a
meaningful assessment of impacts on recidivism.

A further impetus for the current evaluation was the findings of a ministerial review in
2005; under the auspices of the State Services Commission, the Ministerial Review
Unit examined targeted programmes across the state sector to “ensure they were
based on need not race”. Their report concluded that the Department of Corrections’
services targeted at Maori and Pacific peoples were based on clear need, relating to
high rates of re-offending amongst Maori and Pacific offenders. It further concluded
that ethnic targeting was appropriate, given the need to reduce such high rates of
recidivism, and accepted that culturally-based programmes could well prove effective
in dealing with this problem. However, the review also found that the Department
lacked sufficient evidence supporting the effectiveness of current services. Cabinet
consequently issued a directive to the Department of Corrections requiring that
effectiveness evaluations of targeted services and programmes be conducted,
focusing on the outcome of reducing re-offending.

2.1 Maori Focus Units and the Maori Therapeutic Programme

MFUs are intended as a kind of therapeutic community, within which Maori cultural
principles and practices form the basis of daily interaction. A key document, the
National Operating Requirements for MFUs (now incorporated into the Prisons
Policies and Procedures Manual), specifies that a wide range of cultural activities
should occur within each MFU. These include courses on Maori culture, language

' The relatively new prison at Kaikohe, the Northland Regional Corrections Facility, was planned as a “Maori
focus prison”. This makes it quite a different model to one operating in a single contained unit, so NRCF was not
included in the study.



lessons, involvement within the unit from respected Maori elders, and daily
participation in culturally meaningful rituals and ceremonies. In addition, each unit
has a specialist worker who fosters renewal of whanau and iwi relationships, and
assists in reintegrating the offender to a supportive home environment.

The purpose of an MFU placement is to encourage offenders to embrace Maori
cultural values, identity and affiliations. The expectation is that, by doing so, the
following intermediate outcomes are achieved for participating offenders:

internalising of culture-based, pro-social values

e development of motivation for future involvement in culturally-based and
pro-social activity and pursuits

e strengthened commitment to being a responsible and involved family member

o strengthened ties and allegiance to pro-social community networks.

As a result of these changes, participants are expected to lead pro-social,
non-offending lifestyles following release from prison. Whereas it must be
acknowledged that there is, as yet, no research evidence which confirms the linkage
between these intermediate and longer-term outcomes, the expectations are
consistent with a broader body of research supporting a relationship between
attitudinal change and avoidance of re-offending.

The National Operating Requirements recommend that prisoners’ length of stay
within an MFU is not less than 6 months and no more than 24 months. The ideal
placement is generally understood to be around 8-12 months.

Eligibility criteria for placement in an MFU require that the prisoner:

o has a sentence management category of either “Intervention” or “Maintenance®’

o has a security classification that allows placement in the unit, and is in the latter
phase of the sentence

e has recorded no positive drug test results within eight weeks prior to entry

o is not suffering from psychiatric, intellectual or physical disabilities that would
significantly impair participation in the life of the unit

o is fully informed about and consents to enter the unit, and agrees to comply with
unit requirements.

Prisoners are encouraged to complete Tikanga Maori programmes (such as the Mahi
Tahi course) prior to commencing in an MFU, although programmes of this nature
can be undertaken shortly after entry to an MFU.

The Maori Therapeutic Programme (MTP) is a group-based offender rehabilitation
programme. The main purpose is to both encourage and enable the avoidance of
new offending amongst participants. Currently, MTPs are delivered only within the
MFUs. Led by experienced group facilitators, the MTP group meets several times
each week over ten weeks to works through prescribed programme content. This
content is similar to that used in existing mainstream rehabilitative programmes,
centering on understanding the patterns of behaviour, emotion and interaction that

2 Intervention category prisoners are higher-risk offenders judged suitably motivated to participate in a
rehabilaition; Maintenance category prisoners are lower-risk.



lead up to “relapse” into new offending. Participants are taught social, cognitive and
practical skills necessary to avoid such relapses. In exploring such issues, the MTP
uses Maori cultural language, values and narratives to assist participants’ learning
and change.

Not all prisoners in an MFU complete an MTP, as an additional eligibility criteria
applies, namely that the prisoner is in the higher-risk band (i.e., risk of
reconviction/reimprisonment score greater than 0.4).

2.2 The Evaluation

Personnel within the Policy, Strategy and Research (PSR) group of Corrections
managed the evaluation. A “request for proposals” was posted on the Government
Electronic Tendering System and as a result a contract was entered into with a
community-based agency, Kahui Tautoko Consulting Limited (KTCL), to carry out
evaluative fieldwork on both MFUs and MTPs. KTCL then commissioned Te Au
Rangahau Maori Business Research Centre of Massey University to assist with the
project, including some of the fieldwork, data analysis, and report writing. Staff from
PSR analysed information sourced from Department records, and conducted
interviews with MFU staff and prisoners.

A separate report, comprehensively detailing findings from the fieldwork, was
prepared by KTCL®. The current report, prepared by PSR, provides a summary of
those findings and integrates them with quantitative findings from the psychometric
assessments, recidivism analysis, and data on unit occupancy.

3 EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

3.1 Purpose of the Evaluation

The main purpose of the evaluation was to measure the extent of positive learning
and change amongst participants in the MFUs and graduates of the MTPs. The key
variables examined in the evaluation were changes on the following indicators:

e acquisition of cultural knowledge and growth in cultural identity
e development/maintenance of motivation for personal change

o reduction in strength of criminal thinking patterns

o reduction in rates of re-offending.

The evaluation also sought to shed light on the subjective experience of the
participants both in the MFUs and the MTPs. Of particular interest was the extent to
which participants found these experiences meaningful, rewarding and effective in
enabling them to achieve personal change. Also of interest was an examination of
the extent to which each MFU was operating in accordance with key principles set
out in relevant documentation.

8 Copies of the KTCL report are available upon request.



3.2 Kaupapa Maori Approach

The fieldwork evaluators (KTCL) used a kaupapa Maori approach to project planning,
research, analysis and reporting. Kaumatua were included in the process for the
initial powhiri to each Unit, and were also involved in the interviewing process of
offenders. They conducted appropriate mihimihi with individual offenders and, where
consented to, karakia were performed prior to interviews commencing. If requested
by participants, interviews were conducted in te reo Maori.

3.3 Informed Consent

Each new entrant to the MFUs between January and June 2008, and each
participant in an MTP during the same period, was at the time of
entry/commencement invited to participate in the evaluation. The evaluation purpose
and procedures were outlined to participants and the confidentiality of their
disclosures was assured. Participants then signed a form acknowledging informed
consent to participate.

3.4 Evaluation Methods

A range of data collection methods were utilised for the purposes of this evaluation.
3.41 Semi-structured interviews

One of the main outcomes of interest with respect to the MFU was the extent to
which residents in the unit displayed learning and change as a result of their
placement there. The major domain in which learning was expected was in relation
to acquisition of cultural knowledge, and enhanced cultural identity. Assessing
change in this area presented a challenge, as there are no generally accepted
assessment instruments available in New Zealand that could be utilised to assess
such change. As a result, the fieldwork evaluators, PSR personnel and Maori
cultural advisers worked collaboratively to develop a structured interview which
tapped into the main areas of interest. This interview schedule included questions on
levels of whanau interaction, te reo, tikanga and other Maori cultural concepts and
values. (The interview schedule appears as Appendix 1).

Participation entailed two interviews: an initial interview on the prisoner’s arrival at
the MFU, and a subsequent interview after the offender had spent between a
minimum of six, and a maximum of nine months, in the unit.

Prisoners accepted for entry are placed in the MFU as and when they can be
accommodated. This practice created a logistical problem for the evaluation, as it
was not feasible for a fieldwork evaluator to visit each of the five MFUs to conduct
interviews whenever individual prisoner receptions occurred. To resolve this issue
senior MFU staff (unit managers and Principal Corrections Officer) were trained by
KTCL interviewers to administer the questionnaire with new entrants. Because
follow-up interviews could be completed with several prisoners on a single visit, all of
the latter were conducted by the KTCL interviewers themselves.



Participants in the MTPs who consented to be part of the evaluation were
interviewed individually before and after the MTP course, using a semi-structured
questionnaire. This questionnaire was similar in cultural content to the MFU
questionnaire, and contained both qualitative and quantitative questions. All such
interviews were conducted by KTCL personnel.

No MTP participant selected for inclusion in the study was also a member of the
MFU sample, or vice versa.

3.4.2 Psychometric questionnaires

Two separate psychometric questionnaires were completed by MTP participants,
each administered at the beginning and at the conclusion of the MTP:

(i)  Psychological Inventory of Criminal Thinking Styles (PICT) — a self-report
measure designed to assess thinking styles understood as supporting criminal
lifestyles

(ii)  University of Rhode Island Change Assessment Scale (URICA) — a self-report
measure that assesses motivation for personal change.

All psychometric assessments were conducted by KTCL personnel, after being
trained in the administration of the instruments by PSR staff. Analysis of data was
completed by Departmental personnel.

3.4.3 In-depth interviews: Individual and focus groups

In-depth interviews were conducted with prisoners from each MFU and each MTP
cohort. MFU interviewees were selected on the basis of having spent at least six
months in the unit on the current sentence. These interviews explored prisoners’
perceptions of and reactions to their MFU or MTP experiences. A series of prepared
questions was asked of each prisoner selected for interviewing (see Appendices 2 &
3).

Focus group sessions were also held with prisoners at each of the MFUs, to gather
prisoner perspectives on their experiences of being in an MFU. Prisoners selected
for these groups had been in the MFU for a minimum of 12 months; where possible
members of the MFU runanga® were sought for inclusion. A series of prepared
questions was asked of the prisoners selected for these groups (see Appendix 4).

3.4.4 Rehabilitation quotient

A matched control group-style study was undertaken with samples of offenders who
attended an MFU or an MTP during 2006-2007. These analyses utilise official
reconviction and re-imprisonment data, and allow comparisons of rates of
re-offending between “treated” and matched “untreated” offenders.

4 All five MFUs have a Runanga comprising of senior MFU staff, external personnel and elected prisoners. The
Runanga functions as an advisory group for the unit manager, providing prisoners with the opportunity to voice
concerns and express their views on the unit’'s operations.



3.4.5 Length of participant placements in MFUs

Analysis was undertaken on the total number of prisoners in the five MFUs and the
length of prisoner stays in each MFU. The period analysed was of 14 months
duration, from 1 July 2007 to 31 August 2008.

3.4.6 Analysis of “programme integrity”

To provide some assurance that the range of services currently being provided in the
MFUs conforms to prescribed levels of service, an exercise was undertaken to
identify whether all elements of the national operating requirements for MFUs were in
fact being delivered. This was achieved through PSR personnel visiting all MFUs,
and conducting interviews with MFU managers, Principal Corrections Officers,
Corrections Officers and with prisoners who were members of the unit runanga.

3.4.7 Evaluation timeframe

As MTPs are provided in MFUs, fieldwork for both evaluations was carried out
simultaneously during evaluators’ visits to each MFU. All dates below are in 2008.

- Structured interviews of new receptions - MFU January — June

- In-depth individual interviews — MFU and MTP January — February

- Pre-MTP programme structured interviews January — February

- Post-MTP programme structured interviews April — May

- In-depth individual interviews (follow up) — MFU and MTP April — May

- MFU staff and MTP provider interviews April — May

- MFU focus groups July

- Structured interviews (follow-up) - MFU October — November

- Programme integrity assessments interviews — MFU November - December.

4 SAMPLE DESCRIPTION

4.1 Participants

The following volumes of participants made up the samples for the study:
4.1.1 Maori Focus Units

(i)  Ninety-nine prisoners agreed to complete a structured interview shortly after
being placed at an MFU; by the time that follow-up interviews were scheduled,
51 of these prisoners were (i) still in the MFU and (ii) willing to complete the
re-assessment interview. Only the responses of these 51 “completers” have
been used in the study (attrition occurred at each of the five units: reasons
included prisoners being removed from the MFU for misconduct, prisoner
requests for transfer to another unit or region, or prisoner releases).

(ii) Five participants were selected for in-depth interviews, and around 45 attended
five focus group interviews.

(iii) RQ analysis was conducted on the post-release records of 123 offenders who
were released between April 2006 and March 2007; these offenders were
selected on the basis of:

10



1 having spent a period of no less than six months in an MFU prior to
release between April 2006 and March 2007; and

2  the MFU placement ended no more than six months prior to the release
date.

4.1.2 Maori Therapeutic Programme

(i) Forty-nine prisoners completed pre-programme structured interviews; 39
prisoners completed the final (post-programme) interviews. Data from the 39
prisoners who completed both interviews were analysed.

(i) One participant was selected from each of the five MTP programmes for an
in-depth interview.

(iii) Of the 39 prisoners who completed MTPs, 33 prisoners completed PICT and
URICA questionnaires at both pre- and post-programme points (six participants
refused to complete the re-assessment, mainly on the grounds that the
questionnaires were “too long”).

(iv) RQ analysis was conducted on the post-release records of 31 offenders; these
offenders were selected on the basis of completing an MTP during sentences
ending between April 2006 and March 2007. Offenders selected for this
analysis were excluded from the MFU RQ sample. The low sample size
appears to reflect incomplete recording of participant data for this particular
programme.

4.2 Demographics

Demographic and offence-related data were extracted from individual files in the
Department’s Integrated Offender Management System (IOMS) on all prisoners
selected for the two evaluation samples (MFU and MTP).

The youngest participants in the two samples were aged 18 years, and the oldest 53.
Average age was around 30 years.

Table 1: Age of participants

el 21-30 31-40 41-50 50+
under
MFU 6 19 15 10 1
MTP 7 16 14 2 -

Unsurprisingly almost all participants identified themselves as of Maori ethnicity; two
prisoners in the MFU sample identified as Pacific (Samoan) and three prisoners
across both groups were NZ European®.

Table 2: Ethnicity of participants

Maori Pacific NZ
European
MFU 47 2 2
MTP 38 - 1

® The national operating requirements do not prohibit participation in MFUs by prisoners of non-Maori ethnicity
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The majority of both the MFU participants (69%) and the MTP participants (71%)

were currently serving prison sentences for either violent or sex offences.

Table 3: Index offence of participants

Most Serious . i _
Offence Violence Sexual Drugs Dishonest | Traffic Property
MFU 24 11 6 5 3 2
MTP 24 4 - 9 - 2

Almost two-thirds of the participants in the MFUs were serving prison sentences of
three years or less. Similarly, 60% of MTP participants had been sentenced to three
years or less. One MFU participant was a preventive detainee.

Table 4: Sentence length of participants

1-2 2+-3 3+-6 >6 Prev
Sentence Length | Years Years Years Years Det’'n
MFU 20 13 13 4 1
MTP 8 16 11 3 -

The MFU sample was approximately divided equally between those who had been to
prison on earlier sentences, and those who were serving their first term. A small
number were chronic recidivists with more than six previous terms. Similarly, around
half of the MTP participants were serving their first prison term.

Table 5: Prior prison sentences of participants

0 1-2 3-5 6 +
MFU 22 19 5 5
MTP 20 5 9 5

Entry to the MFU is relatively unrestricted with reference to prisoner risk or sentence
management category. Consequently, a proportion of the prisoners in the units have
relatively low risk scores. Nevertheless, the average risk score for the units was
0.49; entry to the MTPs is restricted to offenders with a risk score above 0.4, and the
average score for this group was higher, at 0.61.

Table 6: Risk scores of participants

0.10-0.29 | 0.30-0.49 | 0.50-0.69 | 0.70+ Score not
available
MFU 11 12 17 9 2
MTP - 11 15 8 5

MFUs operate in low security facilities (mainly 60-bed “hut” units). As a result, entry
is restricted to prisoners who have achieved low-security classifications.

Table 7: Security classification of participantsG

AA AB
MFU 18 33
MTP 27 11

 AA = minimum security; AB = low medium security; Classifications as per Department of Corrections Policy and
Procedure manual A.08.01

12



MFU and MTP participants were relatively evenly divided between those who had a
current relationship with a partner, and those who reported no current relationship.

Table 8: Relationship status of participants

Has current | No current
partner / partner / Did not state
relationship | relationship

MFU 27 22 2

MTP 17 22 0

Of the MFU sample, around 40 percent were recorded as being active members of a
gang, with the largest number affiliated with the Mongrel Mob. Gang members
comprised a smaller proportion (30%) of MTP participants. The proportion of an
MFU who are gang members reportedly varies over time, and between units, with
concentrations ranging from around 30% to as high as 90%.

Table 9: Gang affiliation of participants

Mongrel | Black

Mob Power Crypts | Nomads | None
MFU 11 6 2 1 31
MTP 3 6 0 0 30

4.3 Data analysis

Prisoner file review information for each prisoner was extracted by Department staff
from IOMS and collated by KTCL.

The semi-structured interviews, and in-depth and focus group interview material
generated both quantitative and qualitative data. The qualitative data analysis
applied a thematic approach assisted by a software package HyperRESEARCH7.
Quantitative data obtained from questionnaires was analysed manually.

The psychometric assessment questionnaires were administered by KTCL and the
data analysed by Department of Corrections staff using software specific to the two
questionnaires.

Prisoner numbers and movements in and out of MFUs were extracted from IOMS.

Reconviction and re-imprisonment data was obtained from Ministry of Justice
reconviction data; programme participation data was extracted from the
Department’s data warehouse (CARS). The analysis was completed by PSR staff.

4.4 Limitations of the research

The main limitation of the research was the relatively modest sizes in both the MFU
and MTP sample. The number of prisoners participating was determined by the
number of new entrants to the MFUs between January 2008 and June 2008 and

" HyperRESEARCH software assists with performing qualitative analysis of textual or multi-media data collected
during in-depth individual or focus group interviews. It analyses text within the interview data to identify the major
themes that emerge from respondents.
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those remaining in the MFU in October 2008. MTP sample size was a consequence
of just ten prisoners participating in each of the programmes run during the study
period. A small sample for the RQ analysis of the MTP occurred because of
incomplete recording of participant data for this particular programme during 2006 -
2007.

Use of a “home-grown” structured interview creates issues relating to the absence of
validating data. However, no viable alternatives exist with which to evaluate the
impacts of a correctional intervention based specifically on promotion of Maori
culture. The extensive of use of Maori cultural expertise in the development of these
tools does however lend them a degree of cultural validity. Similar tools have been
used successfully in previous evaluations of culturally targeted interventions.

The RQ methodology involves a matched control group design. However, use of
control groups for other elements of the methodology was considered but rejected on
cost grounds.

Overall, the approach of obtaining data through a range of different methods, both
quantitative and qualitative, provides some assurance that conclusions reached have
validity.

5 EVALUATION FINDINGS
This chapter presents the findings from the evaluation under the following headings:

Programme integrity

Psychometric assessments (MTP)
Rehabilitation Quotient (RQ)

MFU structured interview

MTP structured interview

In-depth interview and focus group findings.

5.1 Programme integrity of the Maori Focus Units

A critical consideration in any evaluation is ensuring that the intervention being
evaluated was in fact operating in accordance with prescribed procedures and
principles at the time that study participants were experiencing that programme.
Without this kind of supporting evidence, evaluation findings are essentially
uninterpretable, as there can be no assurance that participants in an evaluated
programme have in fact received the intervention as designed and intended.

National operating requirements for MFUs prescribe the full range of programme
elements that make up the MFU “intervention”. Each MFU was assessed to

determine whether these elements were in fact both present and being delivered
satisfactorily. The following table (Table 10) sets out a summary of the findings®.

Overall, the information presented in the table indicates a very high degree of
conformity between the MFUs in practice, and the prescribed operating
requirements.

8 Extensive details on each individual element of the table, as well as additional information activities and
processes in individual MFUs was also collected, and is available on request.
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Table 10: Prescribed elements of the MFU “programme” found to be present at each MFU

MFU MTP Mahi Tahi | Other Tikanga | Te Reo classes | Culture-based Runanga Iwi Other rehab activity Employment
courses courses activities involvemnt
Programme Required to Available A wide range Available to all | A wide range of Runanga to | Local iwi MFU participants to MFU participants
elements be delivered to new of courses and | participants activities involve members to | have equal access to | to have equal
prescribed in | UP to 3 times entrants activities occurring selected be involved standard access to standard
National per year available to all regularly prisoners ~|on o_n-going rehabilitative options employment
Operating and local iwi | basis options
. members,
requirements meets
regularly
Waikeria 3 per annum Yes Yes Learner and Waiata, karakia, Meets Kaumatua Foundation Learning, | Dairy farm
advanced kapa haka, monthly and Kuia agriculture, food garage, community
levels exercise regime, from several | safety, residents work party (e.g.,
music (“Taonga local iwi attend Medium- on marae),
Puoro”), carving intensity Rehab Prog. | traditional
(MIRP) in other unit gardening
Tongariro/ Only 1 course | 3 peryear | Mau Rakau, 2-3 classes per | Kapa haka, 1-2 times Kaumatua Foundation Learning, | Forestry,
Rangipo run in 2008 also week karakia, tukutuku | per month computing community work
(low muster) whakapapa & (beginner and party
whanaunga- advanced)
tanga courses
Hawkes Bay | 2 per annum 3 per Yes Daily, learner Waiata, karakia, Meets Kaumatua Foundation learning, Forestry, kitchen,
annum and advanced | kapa haka, flax fortnightly and Kuia computing, residents | marae community
levels weaving, carving, attend MIRP and work party
exercise regime) DTU in other units
Wanganui 3 per annum No Mauranga Daily classes Waiata, karakia, Yes, but Kaumatua Foundation Learning, | Prisoners
Tipua and kapa haka, meets “as and Kuia computing, MFU participate on
Mau Rakau carving, exercise | required” from 3 residents attend general CIE
regime different iwi MIRP & A&D course | placements
groups in other units
Rimutaka 3 per annum Yes Basic, Weekly learner | Waiata, karakia, Meets Kaumatua Foundation learning, | 2 work parties
intermediate and advanced kapa haka, weekly and Kuia computing, parenting
and advanced classes carving, flax skills, MFU residents
versions weaving, taiaha, attend MIRP in other
exercise regime unit
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5.2 Length of prisoner placements in Maori Focus Units

A second dimension of programme integrity relates to the extent to which each unit
experiences stability in terms of prisoner turnover. Given the MFUs’ basis as a
therapeutic community-type model, high turnover is undesirable as it inhibits
development and maintenance of a cohesive atmosphere that is conducive of
engagement, learning and change. The national operating requirements direct that
prisoners should spend between 6 and 24 months in an MFU, and that shorter stays
should be relatively infrequent, and avoided to the extent possible.

The analysis below is based on administrative data for prisoner assignments to
MFUs for the years 2006, 2007, 2008. This provides a picture of the actual prisoner
turnover and stability in the various units.

Unit occupancy trends ~ Average Jan 06 to Dec 08 For the most part MFUs have
Hawkes Bay 54.3 * .« operated close to their 60-bed
Rimutaka 56.0 * 5% capacity with Waikeria MFU most
Tongariro/Rangipo 50.3 ® 5 COﬂSIStenﬂy be|ng fu”, and
Waikeria 58.1 v Tongariro/Rangipo having a
Wanganui 59 3 »,, periodin mid- with muster
dropping as low as 22.

The number of new offenders Starts in MFU / month Average Jan 06 to Dec 08
received at MFUs can vary Hawkes Bay 7.8
greatly from month to month.  Rinutaka 13.3
Hawkes Bay had a noticeably Tongariro/Rangipo 15.9
lower average turnover of new Waikeri 123
residents compared to other ' 2"®"@ '
MFUs. Wanganui 12.6
As would be expected from the varying Average stay till exit Months ~ 2006/07/08
inflow and out-flow rates, the average Hawkes Bay 6.6
stay in the dnfferent MFUs has varied  Rrimutaka 4.3
from site to site and year to year, but is Tongariro/Rangipo 3.0
currently well-short of an expected Waikeri 47
average period of 8 — 12 months. aiena '

Wanganui 4.5

1,2,3 ... 24+months The length of stay of MFU inmates is skewed toward
shorter stays but in 2008 there was a move to fewer

2006 short stays with a minor but distinct secondary peak
at around seven months.

2007

2008

Overall, the data on prisoner turnover in the MFUs suggests that the prescribed
minimum time for placement of participants is not being achieved. This almost
certainly is having adverse impacts on these units’ therapeutic climate.

16



5.3 Psychometric Assessments
5.3.1 The Psychological Inventory of Criminal Thinking Styles

The PICTS assessment tool (vers. 4; Walters, 2006) is a widely-used 80-item
self-report measure of cognitions and beliefs that are known to be associated with
criminality. These are divided up into eight “thinking styles” that are understood to
support and maintain offending lifestyles. A large research literature exists which
validates this tool for use with criminal populations across various countries
(although not yet including New Zealand). Changes in PICTS scores have also
been shown to relate to positive changes in recidivism rates.

Two composite scales are able to be extracted from the PICTS that have been
shown to relate to the form of criminal thinking: “Reactive” (unplanned,
emotion-motivated) and “Proactive” (planned, goal-directed). These two scales have
high correlations to future criminal offending outcomes. Elevation on the Reactive
Scale indicates an individual likely to be impulsive and “hot-headed”, and viewed by
others as hostile, impetuous and emotional. Elevated scores on the Proactive Scale
indicate offenders goal-directed rather than impulsive in their criminal acts, where
material gain, power or status are core motivations for the specific offences they
commit.

Out of the 39 prisoners who completed the MTPs, 33 prisoners agreed to complete a
PICT questionnaire at both pre- and post-programme stage. In analysing the results
of the pre- and post-programme PICTS assessment, Reactive and Proactive Scale
composite scores were generated for MFU participants.

Figure 1 below (“box and whisker” plots) indicates statistically significant reductions
(T-test for Dependent Samples, p. <.001) in mean Reactive Scale scores occurring
in participants at the completion of the programme. This suggests that, as a
consequence of participation in the MTP, there was a change in thinking styles for
many participants, away from impulsive, “hot headed” reactions, and hostile criminal
beliefs, to one suggestive of being more inclined to consider the consequences of
actions, and to control one’s emotions.
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Figure 1: PICTS Reactive Scale Composite Scores
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The proactive composite mean scores also reduced across the participant group
(see Figure 2), but this difference was not significant, indicating less pronounced
change in proactive aggression following completion of the programme (T-test for
Dependent Samples, p. = .114).

Figure 2: PICTS Pro-active Scale Composite Scores
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Alt
Alhough 33 is a relatively small sample, the significant reduction in mean Reactive
Scale scores for participants can be regarded as a positive result; it is possible that a
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larger sample size might produce significant mean scale reductions for the Proactive
Scale also. However, the MTP programme content (anger management, modifying
hostile beliefs, and management of impulsivity) may also more directly address the
beliefs which underpin Reactive Scale scores, but less directly address criminal
beliefs relating to the Proactive Scale. The raw score data indicate that up to a third
of the MTP participants had strong proactive-type criminal beliefs that needed to be
addressed.

The contrast observed on the two scale scores (pre- and post-programme) is
perhaps supportive of the data’s validity. That is, were participants merely
responding to the questionnaire in a “socially desirable” manner (i.e., trying to
present themselves in a positive light), it is likely that positive shifts would have been
found equally on both scales.

5.3.2 University of Rhode Island Change Assessment Scale (URICA)

The URICA assessment scale is a widely-used measure of rehabilitation response.
It is based on a “stages of change” model which posits that persons involved in
confronting personal change can be located on a continuum of change readiness,
each stage of which can be identified by certain cognitive and behavioural markers.
The four stages of change are:

1 Pre-contemplation: the individual is unaware of, or is choosing to disregard, the
risks associated with their current behaviour; as a result he/she is not currently
thinking about or intending to change the behaviour

2  Contemplation: the individual is now demonstrating awareness of the
desirability of changing a particular behaviour

3  Action: the individual is engaging with tasks and activities (such as participating
in rehabilitation programmes) in order to bring about actual change

4  Maintenance: the individual has achieved behavioural change and is now
engaged with the struggle to maintain that change.

It is desirable that participants in a rehabilitation programme display attitudes and
beliefs consistent with at least the “Contemplation” stage before commencing a
programme. By the time a programme is complete, there should be evidence of
participants having progressed to the “Action” stage.

The URICA assessment scale has demonstrated utility in identifying progress in
correctional treatment settings®, and was selected for the study to provide an
objective measure of MTP participants’ engagement in the change process, and if
possible to detect improvements in that state.

There are a number of ways in which URICA scale responses can be scored and
interpreted, but for the purposes of the current evaluation, a technique known as
profile analysis has been adopted. Profile analysis provides a summary picture of
programme participants as a group, in relation to the stages of change model
outlined above. According to URICA scale documentation, scores of the MTP
participants, at both pre-programme and post-programme stages, conformed to what
is known as the “Participation Cluster”. This indicates that, as a group, participants

9 Lewis, K (2004) Relationship between URICA and correctional treatment of a sample of violent males
offenders at http://library2.usask.ca/theses/available/etd-10162008-134016/unrestricted/
Lewis_Kathleen_sec_nc_2004.pdf
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generally were “invested and involved in problem-related behaviour change”°.

When compared to the alternative profiles commonly found in the research literature,
this is a positive finding, suggesting that participants in the MTPs not only were
generally ready for change when they entered the programme, but viewed
themselves as actively pursuing change. The lack of movement in group scores
(comparing

pre-programme and post-programme phase scores) is therefore not problematic,
indicating that participants remained in a relatively highly motivated state after
completing the programme.

Figure 3: URICA Pre- and Post-Programme Scores
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5.4 Reconviction and Re-imprisonment

The Rehabilitation Quotient (RQ) methodology involves matching “treated” and
“‘untreated” offenders on a range of variables that are associated with risk of
re-offending. Matching variables include age, gender, ethnicity, risk score, and
period of release/sentence commencement™. RQ scores indicate the percentage
difference between the group of released MFU and MTP prisoners that had a
reconviction or re-imprisonment, compared to a group of prisoners who were
matched on a number of risk-related variables.

For the current study, the analysis compared rates of reconviction and
re-imprisonment, within 12 months of release from prison — from 1 April 2006 to 31
March 2007 - between a sample of offenders who were recorded as having spent at
least six months in an MFU prior to release in the release period noted above (122
recorded cases) and offenders recorded as having completed an MTP'2. Matched
“‘untreated” offenders were released from prison during the same period as the MFU

10 The Habits Lab at UMBC (2009) Profile scoring for URICA internet
http://www.umbc.edu/psyc/habits/content/ttm_measures/urica/profile.html accessed 16 January 2009
TAfull explanation of the RQ methodology can be found on pages 36-42 in the Department’s 2004/05 Annual
Report, available at http://www.corrections.govt.nz/public/pdf/annualreports/ar2005-part1-strat-context.pdf.

'2 Actual numbers of offenders included in the sample is less than these numbers, due to exclusion of unusable
records (e.g., prisoners completing a programme but not released from prison within the study period).
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and MTP completers. In addition to the risk-related matching variables, their
selection was on the basis of the Department having no record of their participating
in any major rehabilitation activity during that particular prison sentence.

The resulting RQ scores are given in the following table (Table 11).

Table 11: RQ Scores for MFU and MTP (12-months follow-up)

RQ (re-imprisonment) RQ (reconviction)
Count of - .
matched | Score Stat!§t|cally Score Stat!gtlcally
significant? significant?
offenders
Maori Focus | 15 +0.03 no +0.04 no
Unit
Maori
Therapeutic | 31 +0.07 no +0.08 no
Programme

The positive RQ scores indicate that completers of MFUs and MTPs have rates of
reconviction and re-imprisonment slightly lower than those of prisoners at similar risk
of re-offending and who did not undertake a programme. These RQ scores were
each below the level of statistical significance, which means that no firm conclusions
can be drawn about the effectiveness of these interventions. The relatively higher
scores for the MTP are suggestive of cumulative benefit from completing an MTP
while in the MFU.

For small effect sizes to achieve statistical significance large samples are required;
conversely, with small samples, statistical significance is not achieved unless the
effect size is large. Non-significance here is potentially a result of smaller sample
sizes; with even a modest increase in sample size the positive results for the MTP at
least would reach the threshold for statistical significance.

5.5 Evidence of Learning as a Result of Maori Focus Unit
Placement

The main assessment used for the MFU evaluation was a semi-structured interview
which traversed a range of topics related to target domains for learning and change
(Appendix 1). Participants were subjected to an initial structured interview which
was repeated after the individual had been present in the MFU for between six and
nine months. The questionnaire included questions which required respondents to
state whether they understood a particular cultural concept, and then to give
examples which demonstrated such understanding. The evaluators scored the
question positively only if they judged the example given to reasonably match the
concept under discussion.

5.5.1 Impact of MFU on learning

The following main findings are grouped according to the degree to which learning
was assessed (strong, moderate, and little/no change). Additional details on
findings, including summarised pre-/post scores on all individual items for the full
sample, selected qualitative responses obtained from the interviews, and verbatim
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quotes from participants, are presented in the report provided by KTCL. A glossary
of terms is included at Appendix 8.

Strong evidence of learning was recorded across several domains, including:

. knowledge of cultural concepts:

o0 understands meaning of “tikanga Maori” (percentage of