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Executive Summary 

An evaluation was undertaken recently by Strategy, Policy and Planning on the 
Faith-based Unit (FBU) at Rimutaka Prison and the associated “Target 
Communities” (TC) programme that assists prisoners with community reintegration.  

Questions that the evaluation sought to address were: 

·  To what extent does the FBU (and TC) succeed in engaging and positively 
motivating prisoners? 

·  How successfully does the programme operate within a custodial environment? 

·  To what extent does the FBU (and TC) succeed in achieving its aims of pro-
social change, and reduced re-offending?  

With respect to the first question, the evidence gathered indicates that prisoners 
generally engaged well with the FBU experience and the  
post-release support, and expressed high levels of motivation to make changes in 
their lives.  Prisoners and released offenders who were interviewed for the 
evaluation disclosed a wide range of benefits they felt they had achieved from FBU 
participation.  There was general endorsement for the community change approach 
which the unit sought to maintain.  Within this environment, participants felt that they 
had the opportunity to learn and grow, and to prepare themselves for life on the 
outside.  They spoke of being treated with decency and respect, and that as a result 
they had been given hope.  

Those involved with the Target Communities service in particular were without 
exception extremely grateful for the commitment displayed to them by the 
volunteers.  At the same time, they were aware that they were still on a journey that 
had only really just begun.  The level of community engagement achieved by Prison 
Fellowship New Zealand (PFNZ), in terms of the sheer numbers of community 
members enlisted to work alongside the offenders, is quite remarkable, and unique 
within the prison system.  

With respect to the second question, evaluation findings point to a range of 
differences in the perspectives of PFNZ and Prison Services which have meant a 
difficult relationship between the two parties.  A “clash of cultures” is observed, 
between PFNZ staff’s unwavering belief in the value of the programme, and their 
earnest desire to ensure that participating offenders gain maximal value from their 
time in the unit, while a number of key personnel within Prison Services tend to view 
the programme more sceptically, and sometimes act in ways that have been 
interpreted (by PFNZ) as devaluing the unit’s worth. 

Quantitative analysis using psychometric instruments supported prisoners’ claims of 
making positive changes while in the unit, showing significant changes in offending-
related beliefs.   

With respect to reconviction data, an RQ analysis revealed no significant impacts 
amongst the (admittedly small) FBU sample.  Some reduction in the seriousness of 
new offending was identified, but this fell below the level of statistical significance, 
and thus cannot be interpreted as conclusive proof of a positive effect. 
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The absence of measurable impacts on reconvictions is consistent with the findings 
from a number of previous studies internationally on similar faith based programmes. 
However, the relatively small sample size available for inclusion in the reconviction 
analysis means that the results ought not be considered conclusive. 

A theoretical model (programme logic) that is hypothesised to effect transformation 
of FBU participants was extracted from the interviews with stakeholders. The model 
emphasises that the primary mechanism of change for the FBU is the therapeutic 
community. This evaluation did not attempt to test the effectiveness of the principles 
of the therapeutic community model since PFNZ have only recently gained clarity 
about that approach. However, that could occur through a followup evaluation at a 
later date.  

A number of key learnings and recommendations are made about the future of the 
FBU, subject to decisions on renewal of the contract with PFNZ.  These relate to the 
relationship between PFNZ and the Department, programme length, and the 
sentence planning processes that support the unit’s operation. 
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Introduction, background 

The Department of Corrections provides a wide range of services and programmes 
designed to rehabilitate offenders and reintegrate them to live law-abiding lives in 
the community.  These include psychologically-based interventions, drug and 
alcohol programmes, employment and education courses, culture-based services, 
and support and assistance with accommodation and employment in the community.  

A somewhat unique intervention offered at Rimutaka Prison is the Faith-based Unit 
(FBU).  This unit, opened in 2003, is a joint venture between the Department and 
Prison Fellowship New Zealand (PFNZ)1.  Over the seven years since the unit’s 
opening, several hundred prisoners have participated in the programme to varying 
degrees.    

The FBU has been subject to a number of small-scale evaluations in the past.  
These have examined issues such as impacts on participants’ attitudes and 
behaviour, the extent to which participants adapt and respond to the unit 
environment, and impacts on subsequent re-offending.  Results, although promising 
at times, have been inconclusive; the small scale of each study meant that no firm 
conclusions could be drawn about the overall effectiveness of the programme.  
While the current study endeavoured to provide a more complete picture of the 
programme’s value, it was similarly hindered by the problem of low volumes.   

The implementation of structured faith-based interventions with offenders has been 
a distinct feature of the correctional environment internationally over the last 
decade2.  These programmes typically involve Christian-based teaching, 
involvement in religious activities (prayer, Bible study, worship services), and 
mentoring by volunteers from local churches (Burnside et al, 2005).  In institutional 
settings, many of these programmes also incorporate “community of change” 
concepts, which emphasise peer relationships, and mutual support and influence.  
This concept is similar to the therapeutic community approach which is commonly 
used in correctional settings.  Prison programmes also tend to have a post-release 
phase based around offenders’ involvement in a local Christian group and church-
related activities.   

Although there are variations in how supporters of faith-based programmes 
conceptualise the “transformative” effect, the main mechanism of change is 
assumed to be immersion in an environment that exposes offenders to Christian 
values and a new moral code, with a resulting change in attitudes, motivations and 
behaviour.  Long-term involvement in non-criminal and  
pro-social social networks (e.g., within a church community) is believed to be crucial 
in maintaining change. 

                                            
1 PFNZ is a not-for-profit organisation that promotes church-based ministry to prisoners, former 
prisoners, victims and their wh� nau (families); and to those involved in the administration of criminal 
justice.  Its ministry includes the development and promotion of biblically based policies, programmes 
and services, in order to become a force for spiritual transformation, reconciliation and restoration in 
the criminal justice system. 
2 The term “structured” is used to differentiate these programmes from Christian-based involvements 
(church services, study groups, etc) which have been a feature of prison life for many decades.  
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Research literature 

A number of outcome evaluations of faith-based offender programmes have been 
published in the last ten years, and findings are summarised here. 

One of the earliest faith-based units was set up in a prison in Puente Alto, Chile.  
The programme was located in a unit notorious for aggressive prisoners, and 
extensive use of punitive isolation.  Results of an evaluation indicated significantly 
fewer weapons, drugs and disciplinary infractions.  Impacts on general pro-social 
behaviour were also observed, including increased compliance with prison requests, 
undertaking assigned tasks, and maintaining cleanliness in the unit.  In addition, 
prison personnel reported that they experienced higher levels of personal security 
than previously3. 

Over 200 prisoners who participated in Prison Fellowship programmes in New York 
State prisons were followed up for eight years after release.  Comparisons were 
made with a control group individually matched according to age, race, sentence 
length and initial security classification.  This study found no significant differences 
between groups in rates of either re-arrest or  
re-incarceration (Johnson, 2004).   

A smaller-scale study of a Texas prison faith-based programme (“Inner Change 
Freedom Initiative” or IFI) found, at two years post-release, that participants had a 
re-arrest rate that was half that of the comparison group (17.3% vs. 35%) and 
participants were re-incarcerated at a rate 60 percent lower (8% vs. 20.3%); 
however, a high drop-out rate meant that “graduates” constituted just 42 percent of 
all “starters” in the programme cohort (Johnson & Larson, 2003). 

A Christian-based therapeutic programme operating in four prisons in England and 
Wales, the Kainos Community Programme, was evaluated by tracking the post-
programme performance of 84 participants.  Once the influence of variables such as 
criminal histories was taken into account, the 12-month reconviction rate for 
participants was found to be within one to three percent points of the ”expected rate” 
(difference not statistically significant; Burnside et al, 2001).  

An evaluation of Florida's Faith and Character Based Institutions (FCBI) indicated a 
statistically significant difference between the proportion of FCBI prisoners who were 
re-incarcerated, relative to a comparison group of male prisoners.  The evaluators, 
acknowledging that the follow-up period was relatively short (six months post-
release), described this finding simply as “cause for cautious optimism” (Reutter, 
2008).  

To an extent, the extensive literature on correctional intervention using therapeutic 
communities is also relevant to faith-based approaches.  Rawlings (2009) has 
described how community-as-method is used as the mechanism of change in many 
similar correctional interventions: 

                                            
3 See www.pfi.org/cjr/newsitems/pf-chile2019s-apac-programme Accessed 10 Feb 2010. 
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…through intensive immersion in a structured environment where they are 
subject to challenges, surrounded by pro-social examples, engaged in a 
range of work, leisure and therapeutic activities and where they gradually 
achieve status and authority within the group. 

A number of studies have been published on the effectiveness of therapeutic 
communities in reducing recidivism.  For example, Marshall (1997) showed that 
prisoners who participated for periods of 18 months or more at the therapeutic 
community programme at Grendon Prison in the UK exhibited reductions in 
reconvictions of around one-fifth to one quarter.  

In summary, at this stage the question of whether faith-based programmes are 
effective in reducing recidivism has not been proven conclusively in the published 
literature.  Evaluating the impacts of faith-based approaches presents some 
difficulties, particularly in relation to comparison samples.  Offenders who participate 
in such programmes may not necessarily be representative of the wider offender 
population, and low rates of reconviction amongst faith programme graduates can 
therefore be simply a function of their relatively low risk status.  Such programmes 
also tend to have high  
drop-out rates (as was the case in the IFI study above), which also affects the 
validity of outcome measurement.   

The Rimutaka Faith Based Unit (FBU) 

The FBU at Rimutaka was set up in October 2003 in Unit 7, at Rimutaka Prison.  It 
has been given the name by M� ori of ‘He Korowai Whakapono’ (the Cloak of Faith).  
Within the New Zealand prison system, the FBU is considered to be a “special focus 
unit”, a category that also includes five M� ori Focus Units, and a Pacific Focus Unit.  
These are distinct from the “special treatment units” that operate more intensive, 
psychologically-focused programmes run by psychologists. 

PFNZ describes the programme as follows: 

The Faith Based Unit is a Special Focus Unit that operates effective 
rehabilitative and reintegrative programmes in a therapeutic and 
restorative community undergirded by Christian principles and practices. 

The programme is delivered by both permanent and voluntary staff of PFNZ.  
Governance for the FBU is provided through a steering group of senior 
representatives of the Department and PFNZ management.   

The theory of how PFNZ intends the FBU to achieve change is outlined in a 
programme logic diagram, in Appendix 1.  Essentially, the highest level outcome of 
the programme is to reduce rates of re-offending amongst participants.  Critical 
intermediate outcomes include the offender displaying significant changes in 
thinking, values and behaviours, and becoming a pro-social and contributing 
member of his family and wider community.  

The programme is open to any prisoner who expresses the desire to change their 
behaviour, is willing to explore spirituality and faith through a Christian-based 
programme, and agrees to abide by the rules and expectations of the unit 
philosophy.  Referrals are received from prisons throughout the country.  Currently, 
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prisoners in the Wellington region who wish to attend the unit meet with a three-
person panel, usually comprising the Prison Chaplain, the unit’s Principal 
Corrections Officer, and the Prison Fellowship Programme Manager. 

Each participant is expected to participate fully in the life of the community, which 
involves giving and receiving personal support and assistance to other residents, 
practising pro-social behaviours, and engaging in spiritual practices such as Bible 
study, church attendance, prayer and reflection.  This aspect of the unit is 
considered to be central to the unit’s transformative effect as a therapeutic 
community4.  

A structured programme is offered to participants, involving a manual-based modular 
course of study.  This is complemented by an individually designed plan of additional 
courses and activities.  Involvement in counselling and discussions with PFU staff 
and volunteers is also offered.   

As part of the Target Communities programme, each prisoner is assisted to put 
together an individualised reintegrative plan, often involving support from a “mentor” 
from their home community.  These individual mentors are drawn from local 
churches that have been recruited to assist by PFNZ.  Prisoners are advised that 
they can expect to receive support from a mentor for at least two years following 
release. 

It is not a requirement of Prison Services staff in the FBU to be Christians 
themselves.  However, the majority appear to be, many having specifically 
requested placement in the unit.5   

For unknown reasons, the FBU population tends to be atypical in terms of offending 
types and ethnicity.  It has more sex offenders6 and fewer M� ori prisoners than 
would be expected from the wider prison population.  On 30 June 2010, the 60 
prisoners in the unit comprised 38 percent NZ European, 33 percent M� ori, 12 
percent Pacific, and 17 percent from other ethnic groups7.  On the same date, the 
average age was 40 years for FBU participants, compared with an average of 34 
years for the overall prison muster.  There is no risk score threshold for entry to the 
FBU; while a proportion of low risk offenders are resident at any given point in time, 
the average risk score of the unit is around 0.55, which indicates medium risk of 
reconviction. 

PFNZ are contracted to provide a programme of around 18 months duration.  The 
PFNZ staff indicate that a stay of at least 12 months is desirable in order to 

                                            
4 PFNZ consider that this “community-as-method” principle (Rawlings, 2009) is central to the unit 
achieving its intended outcomes of reducing reoffending.  
5 Up to several years ago, PFNZ were part of the interviewing panel for staff – which they felt was an 
important way they could ensure the community was protected.  
6 PFNZ advise that the number of child sex offenders in residence at any given point in time is limited 
to two. 
7 The Pacific group represents five different island groups, and the “other” category covers 10 
individuals from 9 different ethnicities, so will not be broken down further for confidentiality reasons. 
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maximise benefit from placement, but it appears that the average length of stay 
currently is around 8½ months.  Further, the emphasis on each prisoner’s individual 
development is key.  Ideally, PFNZ believe that having the flexibility to respond to 
each prisoner’s unique needs would mean that some might leave the unit early, and 
others stay longer. 

“Target Communities” 

In addition to the FBU, PFNZ also operate a separate reintegrative support 
programme known as “Target Communities (TC)”.  This programme focuses 
specifically on offenders’ release and reintegration.   

Until late 2009, PFNZ called this programme Operation Jericho (OJ).  However, they 
changed the programme for two main reasons:  

1 The one-on-one relationship between a volunteer mentor and an offender 
proved to be too demanding on some community volunteers. 

2 Many offenders were returning to communities beyond the Wellington area, 
where PFNZ did not have formal structures to support them.  

For these reasons, Target Communities now describes a programme where 
offenders coming out of prison are supported in any New Zealand community by a 
wider circle of support than just one mentor.  

While many TC referrals originate from the FBU (and have priority for assistance), 
others can be received from other units at Rimutaka Prison, from Wellington Prison 
or prisons in other regions, as well as the Community Probation Service.   

At any one time, TC works with between 20 and 25 individuals while they are still in 
the FBU.  TC involves working with prisoners 6-8 months before they are due for 
release.  A reintegration worker coordinates trained volunteers who are assigned to 
individual offenders.  In consultation with Corrections staff (Sentence Planners and 
case-officers from Prison Services, and Probation Officers from Community 
Probation Services), the volunteers assist the prisoner with his or her reintegration 
planning.  Once released, the prisoner is encouraged to become involved in local 
churches, and to have regular contact with mentors for advice, support and 
assistance.  

PFNZ has made changes to the TC programme recently, in recognition that one-on-
one relationships with offenders released back into the community frequently places 
onerous demands on community volunteers.  TC now ensures that when offenders 
come out of prison, they have a wider community of support that sits behind the 
mentor.  This is additional to the liaison and support that PFNZ provide.  
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The Evaluation 

Purpose  

The key evaluative questions addressed within this report include the following: 

·  To what extent does the FBU (and TC) succeed in engaging and positively 
motivating prisoners? 

·  How successfully does the programme operate within a custodial environment? 

·  To what extent does the FBU (and TC) succeed in achieving its aims of pro-
social change, and reduced re-offending?  

It is noted that PFNZ has a formal contract with Corrections to deliver FBU and TC 
services.  This contract expired on 30 June 2010, but was extended to 31 December 
2010.  The current evaluation is likely to be relevant to deliberations on any future 
contracting with PFNZ for the provision of future services. 

Method 

Four main approaches were used to collect data for this evaluation.  These included 

·  document review 

·  key informant interviews 

·  prisoner questionnaires 

·  statistical analysis of reconviction data. 

Each is discussed briefly below. 

Document review 

A range of documents, including contracts, policy and operational manuals, and 
correspondence between PFNZ and the Department, were viewed by the evaluator.  
This information served to help to clarify or corroborate other findings. 

Interviews 

More than 50 in-depth interviews were held with a wide range of stakeholders, (as 
listed in Appendix 3).  These occurred over two periods: the first during February 
2010, and the second between end of July and early August. Interviews were face-
to-face, and usually of at least one hour’s duration.  Some individuals were 
interviewed two or more times over the course of the evaluation.  Interviewees were 
informed about the purpose of the evaluation, advised of their rights as respondents, 
and their consent to participate obtained.  A specific set of questions was developed 
for the first phase of interviewing (see Appendix 2), although this was only loosely 
adhered to; the interviewer probed specific areas to ensure clarity about issues.  
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Notes were taken for all interviews, and most were tape recorded.  Interview notes 
were reviewed, and themes identified so that reporting ensured that all perspectives 
were presented. 

Questionnaires 

Over recent years a PFNZ staff member has administered a range of psychometric 
questionnaires to monitor prisoners’ progress over time.  These measures include 
the “Crime Pics II” (an assessment of criminal thinking patterns), and URICA (a 
questionnaire that measures motivation for personal change).  

Reconviction data 

Two different data investigations were conducted: 

1 Rehabilitation Quotient (RQ) – RQ scores are derived from a statistical analysis 
of reconviction data that compares programme “graduates” with a matched 
group of untreated offenders.8 

2 Offender histories – the individual conviction histories of prisoners have been 
examined, to assess differences in criminal involvement prior to, and following, 
participation in the programme. 

The following section summarises the main findings from these investigations, under 
each of the three purposes for the evaluation, as listed above.  It should be noted 
however that, as in any qualitative approach, the findings reflect the range and depth 
of interviews that were able to be conducted.  Where a range of opinions have been 
elicited, there is no attempt to enumerate those.  Instead, where contrasting views 
are offered, these are to be considered as indicative only. 

Further, the psychometric questionnaires, while providing valuable insights, are 
subject to the common limitation of being susceptible to biased responding  by 
prisoners, who may seek to present themselves in an unrealistically positive light.  

Finally, reconviction analysis was able to be conducted on only a limited sample of 
participants.  The sample also includes prisoners who were released from the unit 
up to five years ago; PFNZ have stated that the therapeutic community-as-change 
approach has been improved significantly over the past two years in particular, to 
the extent that prisoner outcomes from the earlier period may not be representative 
of the programme’s current impacts. 

                                            
8 A full description of the RQ methodology can be found in the Department of Corrections Annual 
Report, 2004/2005.   
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Findings 

To what extent does the FBU (and TC) succeed in eng aging and positively 
motivating prisoners? 

Engagement with the Christian ethos 

The FBU is an overtly Christian rehabilitative intervention, and participants are 
expected to engage with this dimension.  The evaluative interviews yielded a great 
deal of material on this topic, much of which indicated that participants responded 
positively.  Many prisoners quoted biblical references during their interviews (e.g., 
being “washed by the Holy Spirit”, “the Holy Spirit came over me”, “Christ came to 
me”).  Some prisoners spoke of religious conversions that occurred while in the unit, 
whereas others claimed to have experienced this prior to entry, and that this had 
motivated them to seek entry to the unit.  

A number talked positively about the ways in which faith principles were used to 
encourage better behaviour.  For example, fellow residents and staff would 
encourage individuals to sort out differences on the basis of Christian principles. 

Someone will pull you up on it, and then get the two brothers together, and 
say “be truthful about why you said that … do you forgive?”   

Overall the participants interviewed were primarily of the view that the Christian 
aspect of the programme was important, and that they were responding positively. 

“Therapeutic Community” 

Within the FBU, each person is expected to gradually work towards becoming a full 
member of the therapeutic community, and to avail themselves of the support and 
opportunities for transformative experiences that will move the prisoner towards a 
new set of values, beliefs and behaviours.  Prisoners also progress through the 
modular coursework complemented by an individually designed plan of additional 
courses and activities designed to address individual social and criminogenic needs. 

The therapeutic community, then, involves every person in the unit – staff, residents, 
volunteers – acting towards each other, on a daily, routine basis, in ways that 
promote personal change, such as role modelling, challenging undesirable patterns 
of thoughts and behaviour, and encouraging and assisting others to learn new ways 
of responding.  

A great deal of information was elicited which indicated that the therapeutic 
community dynamic was being achieved within the unit.  

From the perspective of prisoners, they spoke warmly of how staff and programme 
personnel demonstrate positive role modelling, and caring. 

[A Corrections Officer] goes the extra mile; you always feel respected 
here.  I can tell them anything. 
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[A PFNZ volunteer] has the patience of a saint - she even does a 
celebration meal for us at the end, when we graduate.  

One spoke of the ways in which the unit provided opportunities to practise the kinds 
of coping skills necessary to live in the world outside prison: 

I didn’t know a prison unit could be like this one – it feels like the real 
world. 

Also mentioned was advice and assistance to learning better ways of dealing with 
emotions. 

If my head is down, guys come up to you, “Are you alright bro?  Does your 
family know you are here?”  …The morale in this place is like a family, but 
in a positive way.   

You can’t leave the mask on for long, as hard as you try, because there 
are so many loving hands… They make you feel at home, make you feel 
safe.  

I started crying for the first time in my life since I was 8 years old..  Instead 
of being this staunch person, I could just be me.  

Interestingly, while a proportion of prisoners came to the unit with gang 
backgrounds, there was generally a strong level of support applied to encourage 
individuals to leave gang ties behind them.  One individual stated that he had 
become a Christian, and left the gang, “because you can’t serve two masters.” 

At the very least, gang affiliations were put to one side as prisoners engaged with 
the programme.  

You have got [former] members of both Black Power and Mongrel Mob in 
here.  Never, ever have I seen that before … rival gang (members) coming 
together and supporting each other.  

Overall there appeared to be strong interpersonal influences at play that meant that 
uncommitted or unmotivated individuals found the experience difficult.  The following 
comment highlights the pressure to conform to the new way of behaviour applied at 
the FBU:   

People who don’t want to change are really uncomfortable coming to a 
place like this; they stand out like sore thumbs. 

Prisoners’ general responses to the FBU environment  

A total of 15 prisoners were interviewed for this evaluation.  All of these individuals, 
including a few who had been exited for inappropriate behaviours, expressed 
positive views about the FBU programme and the unit environment.  Most commonly 
expressed was a sense that the unit operated very differently to other prison units.   

One prisoner explained how, on his first arrival to the unit, he was offered food by a 
fellow prisoner.  Expecting that this would be a trap that would lead to obligation to 
repay “with interest” he was very wary.     
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G comes straight over to me, gives me a big handshake ….then he goes 
“Kia ora my brother, how are you? Good to see you here. Have you 
eaten?”  I go “Not yet.”  So then he goes back to his room and brings me 
some food.  I go “No no no, I can’t afford to pay you back”.  He goes “No 
no no, it’s yours.”  “No, I can’t.”  “No, it’s okay, it’s community here”. 

Another prisoner described the unit’s distinct “feel” when he first arrived  

You come into (prison) and it’s like coming into a heat wave but it’s not a 
heat wave, its an “aggression” wave - every place is like it.  Here, there is 
nothing of that at all, there is just an ease about the place … it just felt 
good.  

Volunteer involvement 

The involvement of volunteers is a very important part of the FBU, and perhaps one 
of its most extraordinary features. Approximately 114 PFNZ volunteers are currently 
listed as approved visitors to Rimutaka prison. This means that each person has 
undergone training in order to be given this status. In addition, PFNZ provide its own 
specialised training and ongoing liaison and backup support for all these volunteers, 
on a regular basis. 

PFNZ reporting indicates around 20,000 volunteer hours are applied annually either 
in support for individual prisoners, assistance with programme delivery or general 
involvement within the life of the unit.  Prisoners generally were very keenly aware 
that the volunteers were willing to work with them because of their Christian 
convictions, and because they seemed to genuinely care about them as individuals.  
Many expressed the view that the volunteers provided clear role modelling that 
underlined what the programme itself was teaching.  Responses generally indicated 
that volunteers commanded enormous respect from prisoners. 

Programme activities 

Prisoners generally spoke positively about the FBU programme, which involved 
participation in a series of teaching modules, as well as the other groups and 
exercises such as personal development programmes and constructive activities.  
Uptake of one-on-one counselling indicated a high level of appreciation for that 
service. 

Again, significant programmatic input from volunteers occurred, such as parenting 
classes, piano tuition, art classes and so on.  All were valued highly by prisoners; 
prisoners appeared to particularly appreciate the opportunity to engage in a “normal” 
way with volunteers, without feeling judged or devalued as people. 

Target Communities 

A small number of interviews were conducted with individuals involved with Target 
Communities.  This work is primarily undertaken by the PFNZ Reintegration 
Coordinator, with support from volunteers from church communities around the 
Wellington region.  The offenders all spoke positively about this programme, 
expressing gratitude for the support they were receiving from the mentors, the wider 
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church communities, and Prison Fellowship generally.  The unique skills and 
personality of the Reintegration Coordinator were often commented on, being 
variously described as: 

… skilled .. knowledgeable .. amazing networks .. keeps her finger on the 
pulse .. offenders all admire and respect her. 

Staff from the Department’s Reintegration Services team assisting 
prisoners in other units also expressed positive comments about the value 
of the service.   

Released prisoners typically stated that they “couldn’t have made it on their own”, 
particularly those who had been to prison many times and had not been out for long.   

Some very positive stories emerged amongst the individuals who had received 
Target Communities support.  Some were clearly making positive contributions in 
their communities, such as one individual who was doing volunteer work with young 
people in his church.  Another recently released prisoner who was being mentored 
by the pastor of his church reported being asked repeatedly to give his “testimony” of 
his journey of personal change as an inspirational speech to the congregation.   

Two interviewees had taken on voluntary support roles within PFNZ in other parts of 
New Zealand after their release.  Others were progressively finding employment, 
beginning to develop links with their church communities, getting settled into 
housing, and beginning to form new relationships with partners.  

How successfully does the programme operate within a custodial 
environment? 

A contract, signed on 1 July 2007, and a Memorandum of Understanding, signed on 
6 April 2009, between PFNZ and the Department clarify various aspects of the 
relationship between the Department and PFNZ.  Information gathered for the 
purposes of this evaluation tended to indicate that the relationship has at times been 
somewhat fraught with tensions and misunderstandings. Further, despite multiple 
occasions of concerns being raised, and a number of important issues affecting the 
operation of the unit appear to have remained unresolved for lengthy periods.  

Some of the more critical issues and problems arising between the two parties are 
discussed below. 

Unclear communication channels 

Communications within the FBU, as well as between the TC staff and other parts of 
the Department, typically were characterised by high levels of consultation, and 
generally positive relationships.  However, PFNZ personnel stated that they 
sometimes found it difficult to know the appropriate person to talk to when issues 
needed resolution at a higher level.  It appears that differing perceptions of events 
and expectations of the partnership relationship between the two organisations 
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contribute to this.9 The problem appears to have been exacerbated at times by 
changes to Departmental contract management processes, and re-structuring within 
the Department.  Some interviewees at the Department’s Head Office however 
suggested that PFNZ were overly demanding and pushy, which made 
communication more difficult.  Also noted was a tendency for PFNZ to take concerns 
directly to senior management, which was regarded as unhelpful.   

A Steering Group made up of PFNZ and Prison Services staff exists as a forum for 
dialogue and problem-solving.  All eight people from the group who were interviewed 
for this evaluation expressed dissatisfaction with the way the group functioned, 
indicating that it was not serving its intended purpose.   PFNZ were unhappy also 
that the group lacked a Departmental representative who could act as a “champion” 
of offender rehabilitation services.   

Unclear lines of responsibility 

The evaluation uncovered a number of areas where PFNZ and Departmental 
personnel appeared to be operating according to quite different assumptions 
regarding accountabilities and roles.  For example, the prison Unit Manager 
incorrectly believed that the PFNZ Programme Manager role was answerable to him.  
Another misunderstanding appeared to arise in relation to prisoner referrals.  PFNZ 
were investing a great deal of effort in directly recruiting prisoners to the unit, 
apparently unaware until recently that Prison Services were operating a separate 
(and lengthy) wait-list of prisoners. 

Prison Chaplaincy  

The first round of interviews with representatives of the Prison Chaplaincy exposed 
some concerns about their relationship with PFNZ.  This tended to centre on a 
perception that they had a potentially useful role in supporting the operation of the 
unit, but were often sidelined.  This occurred in two main respects: not being 
informed when prisoners had been exited from the unit and were likely to require 
ongoing Christian support; and not being used to provide additional names for the 
unit when recruitment visits were made to other prisons. In addition, there has been 
a historical difference of opinions between some chaplains in other prisons, and 
PFNZ.  Recent placement of the Prison Chaplain within the FBU has considerably 
improved most of these issues, because he has a positive relationship with the 
PFNZ staff, and is able to act as a conduit to other chaplains across all of the Prison 
Chaplaincy in NZ.  

Referral process 

A number of problems were identified in the process of selecting and referring 
prisoners to the FBU.  A number of offender plans were viewed (where placement in 
the FBU was noted), which indicated little thought or consideration being given to 

                                            
9 A Memorandum of Understanding between PFNZ and the Department was signed on 6 April 2009, 
where it was agreed that the two parties form a partnership in order to achieve their shared objectives 
associated with a range of activities including “the development of policies, and […] the management 
of operational initiatives, related to the rehabilitation and reintegration of offenders.” 
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how the FBU placement should be properly sequenced in relation to other planned 
activities.  As a result it is likely that placements get squeezed out, or truncated, by 
other competing priorities.   

As noted above, the PFNZ Programme Manager frequently travelled around prisons 
nationally to inform prisoners (and staff) about the FBU, interview potential referrals, 
and maintain motivation amongst those already on the wait-list.  As noted above, 
only very recently did this staff member discover that Prison Services maintained a 
wait-list, albeit including a significant number of prisoners whose suitability would 
require further assessment.  

Placement length 

Considerable debate and disagreement appears to go on around the issue of how 
long prisoners should remain in the unit.  While 18 months is considered to be an 
appropriate placement duration (see Marshall, 1997), some have argued (e.g., a 
member of the Prison Chaplaincy) that prisoners needed to spend three years in the 
programme if they were to truly benefit.  Prison staff generally were of the view that 
18 months was too long, and was in any case unsustainable, as too few prisoners’ 
sentences allowed for that length of placement. 

In reality the volume of prisoners who enter and leave the unit each year is higher 
than PFNZ would wish.  This means that the majority of prisoners who enter the unit 
leave without having completed more than a small part of the full programme; in 
2009/2010, just nine prisoners were considered to have successfully completed the 
full FBU programme.   

Turnover of prisoners occurs for a range of reasons; in the 2009/10 year, five 
prisoners chose to leave prematurely, 21 were “exited” for failing to abide by the 
requirements of the programme, 22 were released before they could complete the 
full programme, and the remainder (23) were transferred to other units or prisons to 
attend another programme or placement.  

The issue of length of stay is critical, because of the principle (noted above) 
concerning “community-as-method”, where immersion of individual participants 
within a dynamic interpersonal community of change is understood to be central to 
achieving desired impacts.  High turnover of prisoners through the unit is likely to 
undermine the extent to which this principle is adhered to.    

Scepticism of programme value 

Corrections staff within the FBU all speak enthusiastically about working there, and 
are supportive of the programme in a general way. However, a number of Prison 
Services management appeared to have doubts about the value of the FBU and its 
programme.  Some suggested that it was insufficiently intensive, and that it lacked 
adequate structure.  Overall this perception tended to arise from a comparison with 
programmes designed and delivered by Departmental psychologists, and a 
programme largely delivered by volunteers: 

The high numbers of volunteers places the programme (and unit) at risk – 
there is no certainty that volunteers are sufficiently well-trained and 
professional in their manner. 
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Also, the concept that PFNZ staff generally held – that the FBU therapeutic 
community itself provided the mechanism of change – was not generally embraced 
by Prison Services staff, as demonstrated by the following comment: 

FBU is wrongly named: it is a programme, not a unit, operated in 
partnership with Prison Services 

A recurrent concern amongst PFNZ staff was that the Department appeared to 
accord a relatively low status to the FBU, and that as a result the programme was 
not given priority by case managers or prisoners themselves.  This affected both the 
number and type of prisoners referred to the programme, as well as Prison Services’ 
tendency to want to pull prisoners out of the unit in order to place them on “priority” 
programmes.  From another perspective, CIE staff sometimes complained that FBU 
prisoners were being kept from work placements which provided them with valuable 
skills and experience. 

A Parole Board representative interviewed for the study noted that the Board was 
increasingly interested in looking at evidence of improved social functioning of 
prisoners, and he felt that the FBU was able to offer something important in this 
respect.  Nevertheless, he also stated that, in the Board’s view, a prisoner who had 
completed a programme that “directly addressed their criminogenic needs” would 
generally be viewed more favourably than one who had completed a “soft” 
programme.     

Overall the perception gained by the evaluators is that the FBU programme operates 
“uneasily” within the prison environment.  To an extent a “clash of cultures” can be 
observed.  On the one hand PFNZ staff display an unwavering belief in the value of 
the programme, and an earnest desire to ensure that participating offenders gained 
maximal value from their time in the unit.  On the other hand, while strongly 
supported by the custodial staff working within the unit, Prison Services staff less 
directly involved with the FBU tend to view the programme more sceptically, with the 
result that decisions are frequently made that can be interpreted as devaluing or 
dismissing the unit’s worth.  

Rawlings (2009) has extensively discussed the issues that commonly arise when 
therapeutic communities sit as small entities within large organisations.  Noting that 
the amount of control the community can exercise over its own operation is limited, 
difficulties such as client recruitment, managing waiting lists and so on are common 
to many of these operations. Rawlings suggests that the successful operation of a 
therapeutic community requires on-going management of such issues, but that 
complete resolution is seldom achievable.    

To what extent did the programme achieve positive c hange and reduce re-
offending? 

The following material summarises the attempt to gauge the impacts on participants 
from FBU participation and exposure to Targeted Communities, both in term of 
attitudinal change, as well as new offending after release from prison. 
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Psychometric Tests 

Psychometric assessment includes data from the CRIME-PICS II tool, which 
assesses changes in criminal thinking patterns.  This questionnaire was completed 
by 72 prisoners who were resident in the unit between 2008 and 2010.  As such the 
sample represents approximately 90 percent of all offenders who remained in the 
unit for six months or longer, excluding prisoners with poor literacy.  To ensure an 
adequate sample size, the  
test-retest period was within the first six months of placement.    

The CRIME-PICS II assessment involves five sub-scales assessing offenders’ 
attitudes at the point in time at which the questionnaire was completed: 

G = general attitude to offending  

A = anticipation of re-offending  

V = victim-hurt denial  

E = evaluation of crime as worthwhile  

P = perception of current life problems. 

Data analysed indicate that, after six months in the unit, participants’ responses had 
undergone significant positive change.  Overall, participants were: 

·  significantly more optimistic and positive about their intentions to avoid re-
offending 

·  significantly more inclined to acknowledge and validate the harms inflicted on 
victims of crime, and 

·  significantly less likely to regard crime as a rewarding and worthwhile activity.  

All of the above changes were found to be statistically significant.  There was a small 
but non-significant decline in the extent to which the sample regarded their lives as 
beset by problems, which is perhaps understandable given that, in many cases, the 
problems faced could not be properly addressed and resolved until after release 
from prison. 
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Figure 1: Crime Pics II results over a six-month period in the FBU 
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A second assessment tool was the 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, with the four 
stages being: Pre-contemplation; Contemplation; Action; and Maintenance.  

As a group, the results showed that participants were generally “invested and 
involved in problem-related behaviour change”10.  When compared to the alternative 
profiles commonly found in the research literature, this is a positive finding, 
suggesting that participants in the FBU were not only 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.  It is noted that a similar group profile scores was obtained on an 
evaluation of the Maori Focus Units.   

                                            
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 
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Figure 2: URICA Pre- and Post-Programme Scores  
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Reconviction and re-imprisonment  

(i) Rehabilitation Quotient 

The Rehabilitation Quotient (RQ) methodology involves matching “treated” and 
“untreated” offenders on a range of variables that are associated with risk of re-
offending.  The FBU analysis compared the rates of reconviction and  
re-imprisonment between a sample of released offenders who were recorded as 
having spent at least six months in the FBU within the period 1 April 2006 – 31 
March 2009, and a matched group of offenders with an equivalent level of risk.   

Unfortunately results indicated that the FBU sample displayed rates of reconviction 
and re-imprisonment that were more or less the same as those of prisoners at 
similar risk of re-offending but who did not undertake any programmes.   

Table 1:  RQ scores for FBU (12-months follow-up) 

 RQ (re-imprisonment) RQ (reconviction) 

 Count of 
matched 
offenders  

Score Statistically 
significant? Score Statistically 

significant? 

Faith-based unit 51 0.03 No 0.01 No 

(ii) Seriousness of new offending11 

A new statistical approach to determine differences between treated and matched 
untreated offenders in the seriousness of their new offending was also undertaken.  
The difference between average seriousness of FBU completers and matched 

                                            
11 This statistical approach was recently developed to augment standard recidivism outcome 
analyses.  
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controls in terms of new offending was about 17 percent.  Although this was not 
statistically significant, the trend was in the right direction.  

Table 2:  Reduction in seriousness of new offending, FBU (12-mths follow-up) 

Mean seriousness score (FBU participants)     1.106 

Mean seriousness score (matched controls)  1.338 

Reduction in seriousness (1.338 - 1.106)/1.338  17% (ns) 

(iii) Offending histories: Programme participants 2004 - 2010  

As a means of validating the above findings, the evaluation included an analysis of 
the criminal histories of several sub-samples of FBU participants, to further clarify 
whether there were observable changes in the offending patterns of participants 
after leaving prison.  A recently developed tool for graphically representing 
offenders’ criminal histories, by way of a timeline, was used to present participants’ 
criminal history data.  In the resulting data figures (See Appendix 4 below), each line 
represents a complete criminal history, including sentences and orders and 
offending relating to individual offenders.   

Although the data are necessarily indicative only, where little or no new offending 
post-programme is observed, this tends to be a feature of those with short criminal 
histories prior to the programme (i.e., lower-risk offenders).    The data do not 
suggest clear evidence of cessation from further offending amongst FBU participants 
with significant criminal histories.  
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Conclusions 

The overarching questions for this report were: 

·  To what extent does the FBU (and TC) succeed in engaging and positively 
motivating prisoners? 

·  How successfully does the programme operate within a custodial environment? 

·  To what extent does the FBU (and TC) succeed in achieving its aims of pro-
social change, and reduced re-offending?  

With respect to the first question, almost all prisoners and released offenders who 
were interviewed found the FBU experience, and the post-release support received, 
to be very positive indeed.  Interviewees listed a wide range of benefits they felt they 
had achieved from FBU participation.  There was general endorsement for the ability 
of the therapeutic community to operate as a change mechanism which is what 
PFNZ seek to achieve.  Within this environment, participants felt that they had the 
opportunity to learn and grow, and to prepare themselves for life on the outside.  
They spoke of being treated with decency and respect, and that as a result they had 
been given hope. In particular, the fact that volunteers chose to work with them 
rather than being paid to do so brought its own powerful and unique message that 
these prisoners were people of worth, whom others believed could change.  

Those involved with the Target Communities service in particular were without 
exception extremely grateful for the commitment displayed to them by the 
volunteers.  At the same time, they were aware that they were still on a journey that 
had only really just begun.  The level of community engagement achieved by PFNZ, 
in terms of the sheer numbers of community members enlisted to work alongside the 
offenders, is quite remarkable, and unique within the prison system.  

With respect to the second question, evaluation findings point to a range of 
differences in the perspectives of PFNZ and Prison Services which have meant a 
difficult relationship between the two parties.  A “clash of cultures” is observed, 
between PFNZ staff’s unwavering belief in the value of the programme, and their 
earnest desire to ensure that participating offenders gained maximal value from their 
time in the unit, while some key Prison personnel tended to view the programme 
more sceptically, and sometimes acted in ways that were interpreted by PFNZ 
personnel as devaluing or dismissing the unit’s worth. 

The findings relating to whether or not the FBU and Target Communities (TC) 
programmes are achieving their aims of pro-social change and reduced re-offending 
indicated that most prisoners and released offenders who were interviewed reported 
having benefited from their involvement in the FBU  
and/or TC in terms of the development of their pro-social behaviours.  

Quantitative analysis of the Crime Pics II and URICA questionnaires supported 
interview findings that prisoners were making positive changes while in the unit.  
While this is a positive result, it is also noted that these particular instruments can be 
somewhat “transparent”, which means that a positively biased response style could 
have influenced the results.   
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With respect to reconviction data however, the RQ analysis revealed no significant 
impacts amongst the FBU sample.  Some reduction in the seriousness of new 
offending was identified, but this fell below the level of statistical significance.  The 
limitations of the data used however – a relatively small and potentially 
unrepresentative sample, and including offenders who completed earlier versions of 
the programme – mean that the reconviction results cannot be regarded as 
conclusive. 

The absence of measurable impacts on reconvictions is consistent with the findings 
from previous studies, as outlined in the Introduction above.  However, they are 
somewhat puzzling when one considers that the overall approach to offender 
rehabilitation in this particular intervention is consistent with a number of principles of 
effective correctional rehabilitation.  A recent Departmental review of the research 
literature relating to these principles indicated that several aspects of the FBU/TC 
approach are known to be associated with positive outcomes.  These include the 
achievement of a therapeutic community environment, programme facilitators who 
enjoy a positive and respectful relationship with offenders, and continuity of care 
(i.e., programme + post-release support).  The ‘What Works Now’ review noted that 
strengths-based approaches were also showing positive evidence of success with 
offenders, which is also (arguably) a feature of the FBU approach. However, there 
are a number of ways in which it fails to conform, particularly in relation to the risk 
principle, and the principle of targeting criminogenic needs.  

While no firm evidence of reduced re-offending was identified, the group of offenders 
who made up the RQ sample was relatively small (around 50), and the mix of 
offence types (more violent offenders, fewer sex offenders than is typical for the 
FBU) may mean that the results need to be viewed with some caution.  

It is also possible that the unit is not yet achieving its potential because it seldom 
enjoys the degree of stable population necessary to allow the unit to operate as a 
genuine therapeutic community.  Addressing this issue may result in improved 
outcome findings in future.  

While the results are mixed, it can perhaps be argued that the unit nevertheless 
continues to serve a valuable role in housing prisoners who have a particular set of 
values and beliefs that they all share in common – viz, their Christian beliefs. Many 
spoke about the loneliness of trying to maintain their faith within other prison units, 
and the importance of belonging to a shared community of faith was very important 
to them. In addition, the unit is able to support an environment within which pro-
social interactions characterise prisoner and prisoner-staff relationships. 

Overall, then, the initial statement about what PFNZ hope to achieve with their work 
at the FBU and TC, can be said to be mainly true.  That is: 

The Faith Based Unit is a Special Focus Unit that operates (effective) 
rehabilitative and reintegrative programmes in a therapeutic and 
restorative community undergirded by Christian principles and practices. 

The evaluation findings have not demonstrated that the unit is an effective 
correctional rehabilitation intervention.  However, there are indications that it has the 
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potential to be effective if some of the following recommendations for change are put 
in place going forward. 
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Key learnings and recommendations 

Assuming renewal of the contract with PFNZ to deliver FBU and TC services, 
findings of this evaluation point to a number of areas where effort might usefully be 
expended to improve the functioning of these programmes.  

Relationship between the Department and PFNZ 

Further thought is required on how best to ensure good communication between 
parties and prompt and effective problem resolution.  The current Steering Group 
appears to lack a clear mandate or capability for providing leadership and making 
decisions.  Clearer protocols for communication between parties, and commitments 
to adhere to these, are needed. It is likely that some of the recent communication 
difficulties will be resolved if there is an appointment of a specific individual or team 
within the Department who understands the theoretical approach of the FBU and 
TC, and is able to act as a conduit for PFNZ concerns or enquiries with other groups 
within the Department, as required. Ideally, that person would be based at Rimutaka 
Prison.  

Adding senior representatives from Rehabilitation and Reintegration Services (RRS) 
on the group would be appropriate, given that RRS now have responsibility for all 
rehabilitative services within the Department.  

FBU therapeutic community 

Currently the contracted length of placement in the FBU is 18 months.  However, 
few prisoners achieve this, with the result that the average length of placement is 
around 8 months. This fact is likely to reflect the realities of the prison muster, as 
fewer than 15 percent of all sentenced prisoners spend more than 12 months in 
prison on any given sentence.  Further, given that placement in a faith-based 
programme is likely to be the preference of only a minority of prisoners, some 
reconsideration of the 18 months ideal seems necessary.  

On the other hand, given that the unit’s rehabilitative impact is most likely to come 
from the therapeutic community dimension, avoiding unnecessary turnover in the 
unit’s participant population is critically important.  

Sentence planning 

Problems with prison assessment and referral processes have been identified with a 
number of rehabilitative programmes, and are not unique to the FBU.  Getting the 
right people into a programme is a critical success factor, and further work is likely to 
be needed on how best to identify the most suitable FBU participants.  This issue 
should be addressed within the RRS detailed design work.  

A related issue is prisoner placement scheduling.  Like many programmes with a 
reintegrative dimension, PFNZ staff prefer to have prisoners during the latter phases 
of the prisoner’s sentence.  However, this exacerbates the placement “log-jam” 
effect observed generally across the prison system.  Taking prisoners earlier in their 
sentences, so that they complete the FBU placement before moving on to undertake 



 27 

other programmes would resolve some of these tensions, although consideration 
would need to be given to the best means to ensure that reintegration planning, and 
engagement with a community mentor was facilitated.  
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Appendix 1: Programme Logic of the FBU programme 
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Appendix 2: Interview questions 

General theory 

What does the Faith Based Unit (FBU) do, and what are the key features that 
make it the same and different from other “community” programmes in 
prisons?  

At a practical level, how does the Faith Based Unit work within the wider 
Prison context? (E.g., referrals, work programme attendance, spiritual 
guidance for prisoners outside the FBU, etc.)  

What is the best way to respond to any faith based needs, in relation to 
criminogenic12 and reintegrative13 needs?   

What are the operational barriers to the Faith Based Unit meeting its 
theoretical objectives in the prison environment?  

Agency differences 

What does each agency believe their own role, and that of the other should 
be, in relation to how the FBU and Operation Jericho (OJ) are administered?  

Cultural 

What are the M� ori and Pacific offenders’ responses to the unit’s faith based 
practices?  How do these compare with responses by Pakeha offenders? 

What provision is made for ethnic or cultural differences and how are these 
responded to by clients – i.e. the intervention processes and documentation 
(particularly in relation to Maori)? 

How is the cultural identity of intervention clients responded to, and what are 
the perceived effects associated with this? 

Programme Logic 

Client Selection 

Who is considered eligible for the interventions but is missing out (i.e. is there 
a waiting list and how this managed)? 

Who is judged unsuitable for the interventions and why? 

                                            
12 Criminogenic Needs are those factors considered to be most strongly associated with 
offending – e.g. violence propensity, anti-social peers, problematic alcohol/drug use.   
13 Reintegrative Needs are those factors considered to interfere with a person’s sustained 
rehabilitation (i.e. the cessation or reduction in offending).  They include issues such as 
employment, accommodation, and relationships. 
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Interventions 

What is the programme logic/theory for the Faith Based Unit, and how is this 
operationalised (i.e., in terms of programme delivery, and the actual 
experience of the programme, for all stakeholders)? 

Is there a clear and congruent conceptual model that underpins and connects 
“intervention theory” with the principles, procedures and implementation 
plans?14   

What prevailing, or foreseeable conditions could help or hinder the 
development and implementation of the interventions as planned? 

The current state of the interventions? 

Outcomes 

What policies and practices of other Corrections Departments e.g., CIE, 
CPPS affect the results of the interventions ? 

What individual and/or group experiences impact on the functioning of the 
Faith-based Unit or Operation Jericho (e.g. “incidents”)? 

Who is expected to thrive and progress while subject to these interventions 
and what are the factors considered most salient in this? 

                                            
14 The conceptual model should account for factors such as client and staff characteristics, 
physical setting, activities, internal and external relationships and so forth. 
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Appendix 3: Interviewee list  

 

Stakeholder Group   Number 
interviewed  

Prison Fellowship New Zealand staff 5 

Prison Fellowship NZ volunteers 3 

Corrections Officers 6 

Other Prison Services staff (including representatives from 
Sentence Planning, Contract Management, Head Office and 
Reintegration, etc). 

8 

Prison Chaplaincy New Zealand 3 

Corrections Inmate Employment staff 3 

Others (including staff from Rehabilitation and Reintegration 
Services, Organisational Development, Finances, Parole 
Board, Probation Services) 

6 

Prisoners (including some who had been exited from the unit). 15 

Programme graduates in the community 5 
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Appendix 4: Offender Timelines detail 

Each timeline represents an individual offender and their distinct periods of 
justice system management.  Timelines below can be understood by using the 
following key.   

 

By using the key, one can identify both the type of sentence or order (using 
line height) and offence class (using colour).  So, a sex offender in the unit 
would be portrayed by a heavy lavender-coloured line when he is in the FBU, 
and if he goes out on parole, then the line would continue beyond the vertical 
release-date line, but represented by a thinner line.  If he remained offence-
free, then that would be the only picture.  However, if he offended in any way, 
then that would be displayed by a vertical spike above the line. The colour of 
the vertical spike represents what kind of offence that was.  

The two figures below provide a graphical representation of the pre- and  
post-programme conviction and sentencing histories of two different FBU 
samples: those who had participated in both the FBU and Operation Jericho, 
and those who were selected by the matching process for the RQ analysis.  
The timelines are aligned with the vertical line furthest to the right.  Each 
offender’s history up until release is to the left of this vertical line and their 
subsequent offending and management is to the right of this vertical line.  The 
criminal history data is up to June 2009 – so the release history of offenders 
after that date is not yet available.  

By this method of representation, effective programmes targeted at  
medium- to higher-risk offenders would be expected to reveal timelines 
featuring dense criminal histories leading up to the post programme release 
point, and then a marked reduction in frequency and/or severity of subsequent 
criminal sentences.   

Figure I (below) shows us that, since March 2004, there have been 46 
offenders who attended both the FBU and Operation Jericho programmes. 
Essentially, this data conveys the following information: 

·  average age of the offenders appears to be in their late thirties 

·  unlike the snapshot information we have about the typical profile of the 
FBU, the proportion of sex offenders in this group is smaller, which may 
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result from some selection process or possibly be as a result of fewer 
sex offenders having reached actual release after moving out of the FBU 

·  there were 13 violent offenders; 10 sex offenders; 7 drug offenders; and 
4 burglary offenders. 

·  those who had significant criminal histories prior to their participation in 
the FBU appear likely to have re-offended after release.   

Figure I: Released offenders from FBU who also did Operation Jericho 
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Figure II (below) represents 50 offenders who were released from the FBU 
some time between May 2004 and March 2009, and were included in the RQ 
analysis.  The data shows us that: 

·  the average age appears to be early thirties. 

·  twenty-seven offenders were in the FBU for more than 12 months (and 
23 were in for less).  The average length of time spent in the FBU was 
1.2 years. 

·  overall, 58 percent of offenders (22 of 38 released on or before July 
2008) had not re-offended within the first 12 months of their release.  

·  the three largest offence groups were Violence (26 offenders), Sex 
offenders (9), and Drug offending (7).  

·  Again, this was not a representative sample of the FBU, with violence  
over-represented, and sex offending under-represented. 

In summary, the data display in Figure II indicates that the offender profile 
may not have been particularly representative of the typical FBU population.  
As such, the RQ analysis may have skewed the results somewhat – although 
it is not easy to say in which direction this may have been. 
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Figure II: Released offenders used for the recidivism analysis 

 


