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Abstract

Concern about the growing level and cost of crimioedaviour in New Zealand has resulted in
a high priority being given to the research andetlgyment of effective interventions. The
targeting of appropriate interventions to thosgraatest risk of reoffending is identified as a
key to successful outcomes. The purpose of tisaieh was to evaluate the effectiveness of
the Making Right Choices (MARC) programme in redigonffending of those at moderate to
high risk of persisting in criminal conduct. MARSa brief, faith-based, biblical approach to
curtailing offending, developed at Tauranga ComrtyuRrobation Service between 1993 and
2003. Seven recidivist male offenders, 19 — 26g/ehage, volunteered to participate in this
study. Five of the participants were prison inmaterving short sentences and two were on
supervision in the community. Two risk measuresGRRol and YLS/CLI) were used to
ensure that participants met the medium/high nigkrta. In addition to attending the 10-session
MARC course, participants were asked to undertakeand post-treatment assessments of
antisocial attitudes, criminal associations andmding. Sessions were on average 60 minutes
long, delivered one-on-one in an office setting.adldition to conviction history from the Law
Enforcement System (LES), measures included thesiteaf Criminal Attitudes and
Associates (MCAA), the Social Problem Solving Inteeg for Offenders (SPSIO), the Marlowe
Crowne Social Desirability Scale (MCSDS) and the R&ASelf-report Measure of Offending
(MSMO).

Follow-up assessment was carried out 6 months 2mddhths after completion of the
programme and/or release from prison. Resultx @l twelve months after MARC showed
that of the seven MARC participants, five had medhkeeduced their offending on the self-
report measure, three had significantly less cdimvioon the LES measure, four recorded a
distinct drop in contact with criminal companiomglgwo had noticeably ameliorated their
antisocial attitudes. Five participants were abldescribe ways they had been helped by the
programme. While the limitations of the methodsgiwde certainty about this programme’s
effectiveness, the positive outcomes provide tergaipport to the hypothesis that facilitating
spiritual change can be an effective way to bripgua cognitive and behavioural change with
recidivist offenders.
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CHAPTER 1 BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

1.1 Introduction

Over the past 10 to 15 years a quiet transformdtamntaken place within the New Zealand
Department of Corrections. Working for the Depamtrnas a probation officer for 21 years
until early 2004, | was directly involved at theatface of this change. Every aspect of how we
worked with offenders was radically overhauled seaous attempt to achieve what was once
thought an elusive goal of “reducing reoffendindii’ 1992 New Zealand researcher, Kaye
McLaren, released her ground breaking report fe@bpartment of Justice entitled “Reducing
Reoffending: What Works Now.” Doug Graham, thentiinister of Justice noted in the
foreword “This publication reviews internationasearch to identify whether correctional
interventions can reduce reoffending and if so hayit].moves beyond the debate to draw out
an emerging body of research which has identifiedmhost promising principles and
characteristics of effective interventions” (19923 & 25). It was proposed that these
principles be adopted as a “framework for buildingre effective correctional programmes,
services and treatment” (p. 3).

Among the international sources that provided thenflation for McLaren’s “principles of
effectiveness,” were researchers Don Andrews amégdonta. In 1994 they released the first
edition of their landmark publication, “The Psyabgy of Criminal Conduct.” This definitive
work, now in its third edition, helped fuel charaged has been at the forefront of the criminal
psychology field ever since. Resulting from extemsneta-analytical research by themselves
and others, Andrews and Bonta advocate what thieyttee “general personality and social
psychological” approach to changing criminal bebavi(2003, p. 159). This general model is
described as a blend of social learning, cognligleavioural and social cognition theory. It
identifies what Andrew and Bonta call the “Big Fotactors or variables involved in predicting
criminal conduct, namely: antisocial attitudesfutigns, antisocial associates, history of
antisocial behaviour and antisocial personalitygyat The “Big Four” are in turn influenced by
problematic circumstances in the major domainsuwofily, school/work, leisure and use of

substances. Collectively they are referred tdhvasBig Eight,” and are described as the “best-



validated risk factors in the research literatuAidrews & Bonta, 2003, p. 86). While an
offender will not necessarily have all eight ofsbeisk factors, the more that emerge during
assessment, the more likely it is that this pewitiroffend in the future. Research indicates
that the targeting of these risk factors with tneatit programmes is likely to produce the best
results in reducing reoffending (Andrews & Bont@032; Corrections, 2006e; McLaren, 1992,
1996). From this research base has emerged theZzBeland IOM initiative.

Integrated Offender Management (IOM) is the termpted by the New Zealand Department of
Corrections to describe its new framework of opematwhich is designed to be aligned with the
most up-to-date research into principles of effectntervention (Corrections, 2006e). Linked
to a new nationwide, networked computer system, i@dVided Corrections with an integrated
approach across all its core functions in the assest, classification and rehabilitation of
offenders. This involved a huge investment inréteaining of Corrections staff to be part of
this new, seamless, standardized way of working wftenders. Through rapid and wholesale
adoption of the Andrews and Bonta principles, iswaended for New Zealand to break new
ground (Corrections, 2006b) and become “a worldéean the corrections field” (Corrections,
2004, p. 1).

1.2 Three General Principles of Effective Interventions

Emerging from Andrews and Bonta’s research, arideaheart of the IOM approach, is a
classification system based on three general plexi These principles are seen as the basis of
the effective treatment of offenders and are deedrby the terms: risk, need, and responsivity
(Andrews & Bonta, 2003; Corrections, 2006e).

1.2.1 The Risk Principle

The risk principle adheres to the premise that ioiainbehaviour can be predicted, and that the

level of treatment should be matched to the rigskllef the offender. Offenders that are
assessed as being at “high risk” of reoffendinguhtherefore be the focus of treatment
resources. Low risk offenders are viewed as beftarith little or no intervention. Research

shows that only a small percentage of those whawoworime in their youth will go on to



become persistent offenders. A New Zealand lodgial study of a group of males, born in
1957, found that persistent or recidivist offendersounted for only 6.5% of those who
appeared in court during the 24-year study petiodéll & Norris, 1990). However, nearly a
third of the custodial sentences and nearly adfad&mi-custodial sentences were imposed on
this group, with little evidence that their offendiwas decreasing at the end of the follow-up
period. Andrews and Bonta’s (2003) analysis suiggbsat 20-30% of offenders are responsible
for over 80% of crime. To be able to classify aadjet treatment resources to this high-risk
group of persistent offenders is central to thk pisnciple.

1.2.2 The Need Principle

The need principle makes a distinction betweeniaogenic and non-criminogenic needs.

“Criminogenic” is a term used to describe somethirag produces or tends to produce crime or
criminality (American Heritage Dictionary, 2000jiowever, when linked with the word “need”
it can be misleading. “Need” here does not reddydsic needs such as food, shelter and
nurture, but rather “treatment needs” (Correcti@®)6e) or risk factors of the offender that if
reduced will tend to decrease criminal involvemehidrews and Bonta (2003) describe
criminogenic needs as “simply predictors of futareninal conduct” (p. 63). In a similar vein
Kaye McLaren refers to criminogenic needs as “potd or skill deficits that predict
reoffending” (McLaren, 1996, p. 8). The need phiheiasserts that the targeting of certain
crime-producing characteristics and circumstanc¢as @ffender will bring about the greatest

reduction in reoffending.

It is evident that risk level and criminogenic ne@de closely connected. Crime-producing
characteristics, or criminogenic needs, are dynaiskcfactors that link directly to the big eight
mentioned above. They include factors such as@riél attitudes and behavioural history,
aggressive/violent tendencies, antisocial peercassans, dysfunctional home environment and
substance abuse. Being dynamic factors they cahdreged, and doing so should reduce the
likelihood of reoffending. Non-criminogenic neeate also dynamic and changeable, and may
be relevant to the well-being of the offender, &g only weakly associated with recidivism
(Andrews & Bonta, 2003; McLaren, 1992). Theseudel factors such as poor budgeting skills,

lack of work skills, low self esteem, literacy pleims, health problems, poor social skills and



difficulty with communication. While it may be imptant to address some of these deficits in
an offender programme, if the goal is to reduc&eading then criminogenic needs must be the
main focus. McLaren (1996) refers to non-criminugeneeds as “type 2 needs” and notes that
“‘involvement in type 2 programmes can be a veryulsntry point to programme involvement

for very resistant offenders, and are vital to dg reoffending for this reason” (p. 8).

1.2.3 The Responsivity Principle

This principle is about matching offenders with gnaammes that fit with their ability, learning
style and cultural orientation (Corrections, 2006&)so contained in the responsivity principle
is the issue of how amenable and motivated offendes to participate in the prescribed
treatment. Andrews and Bonta (2003) note thati$lsise has great importance with high-risk
offenders, due to their high drop out rate fronatmeent. If the risk principle tells us to target
high risk offenders, then we must make sure thegteloffenders are motivated and capable of

gaining the full benefit of the treatment provided.

With reference to the responsivity principle, Anglseand Bonta (2003) strongly assert that “the
most powerful influence strategies available agna/e-behavioural” and therefore “one
should use cognitive behavioural styles of sertaclering about change” (p. 262). Taking a
broader approach, the New Zealand Department aeCiions makes it clear on their website
that the Department’s interventions are not limtiedognitive-behavioural ones, but seek to
embrace “the wider social, cultural or practicaneénts of the offender’s world” (Corrections,
20064, p. 2). While still grounded in Andrews &wahta’s “what works” principles, the
Department has sought to operate “holistically” Aade an approach that is directed at the
“whole person”. Programmes within the Departméat tlo not specifically target
criminogenic needs are described as “motivationayammes” (Corrections, 20064, p. 2)
These programmes aim to improve an offender’s ‘Gaspvity or motivation to address
identified criminogenic needs” (Corrections, 2006d93). Under this holistic umbrella are
cultural and religious programmes such as the Gadviaori programmes, the &bri Focus
Units and the Rimutaka Faith-Based Unit run inpanship with Prison Fellowship of New
Zealand (PFNZ) (Corrections, 2006a).



1.3 Development of the MAKING RIGHT CHOICES (MARC) Prog ramme

In the early 1990’s, around the time that Kaye Melrapresented the Department of Justice
with her 16 principles of effective intervention ¢iaren, 1992), the New Zealand government
formed a crime prevention action group which prala strategy paper on crime prevention.
This paper made the observation that the postiwaease in crime could be attributed, at least
in part, to changes in New Zealand society desdrds="a loss of traditional values” and a
“breakdown of family life” (Crime Prevention Actio@roup, 1992). It recommended the
targeting of preventative programmes to youthsit of offending, in particular, persistent
offenders who are likely to progress into crimioateers. In response to this paper, | was asked
by management of the Tauranga Probation Officeet@lbp a rehabilitative programme to
target “at risk” young offenders in our local arderom this request came the birth of the
Making Right Choices (MARC) programme. This was Beginning of a ten year project to
develop and refine an offender programme that wbealdffective in reducing re-offending.
Over the previous decade | had been heavily inebirgunning outdoor pursuits and
wilderness-type programmes for offenders and $’ryouth. While raising motivation and
producing some short-term gains, these adventaigrammes proved to be limited in their
ability to change attitudes and reduce offendingrakie long-term (Bauer, 1982; Zampese,
1997).

In piloting various versions of the MARC programuh&ing the 1990’s, | sought to develop a
programme that was in line with McLaren’s “What W&t principles and other available
research. Over time MARC moved from being pred@mily outdoor pursuits-orientated to an
educational programme that targeted antisocialidt#ts and values, and sought to awaken the
conscience of the offender to moral responsibilgy elements of the programme were its
foundation in biblical values, and its use of Ctis young men to work closely with offenders
as mentors and pro-social role models. McLare8Z)8oted that for educational programmes
to be effective they needed to “focus on cognitegtructuring, moral development and
problem solving” (p. 15). Effective interventiotesget personal attitudes, values and thinking
styles connected with law-breaking, and promotetifleation with anti-criminal role models
(McLaren). This became a benchmark for the devetyg of MARC.



In 1994 Dr Christopher Trotter from Monash UniversMelbourne, Australia, was invited to
present a series of seminars to managers and fnolodficers throughout New Zealand on
“The Effective Supervision of Offenders.” BetweE®89 and 1993, Trotter had carried out an
extensive research project for the community-b&mdections Division of the Victorian
Department of Justice. From his research he ifieshfive approaches or keys for effective
offender programmes (Trotter, 1994). These clogahalleled Kaye McLaren'’s principles.
Included in Trotter's keys were the targeting afthtisk offenders, problem-solving, empathic
and reflective listening, and the minimizing of tact with other offenders. However, the key
that was identified as being of greatest importanegeducing re-offending involved the
modelling and rewarding of pro-social attitudes Aefiaviour by programme facilitators.
During his New Zealand seminars, Trotter souglttaim probation officers to counteract the
anti-social attitudes and behaviour of offenderthwhe modelling and reinforcement of a
different way of thinking and acting. Trotter'dlurence further confirmed the importance of

the moral development, mentoring and pro-socialeslbpproach being built into MARC.

Another significant influence in the developmenMARC was Julie Leibrich’s research
published in a book entitled “Straight to the Peimkngles on Giving Up Crime” (1993). From
a series of interviews with 50 ex-offenders, Laibrsought to find out what motivates an
offender to change their behaviour and give up erilimong a number of significant factors,
Leibrich found that revising personal values anguging things of value in life were key
change agents. Gaining a sense of shame wasrasaf the most commonly mentioned
stimuli for change. Just over half the group shat religion or spiritual things were important
to them, with the discovery of new faith clearlyiray a “dramatic influence on a few”
(Leibrich, p. 128). In the preface to Leibrich'sdk, a former New Zealand Secretary for
Justice (1982 — 86), Jim Callahan, wrote: “AbolNdawever, the decision to go straight is a
personal one. It cannot be imposed. It comes ff@mind, spirit and conscience of the
person” (p. 8). As well as seeking to bring abthange on a cognitive and behavioural level,

addressing spiritual issues was seen as foundhitiotie change process adopted by MARC.

While McLaren, Trotter and Leibrich provided guidihights for the development of MARC,

another significant influence came from an unexg@cuarter. In 1992 the New Zealand



Department of Corrections (then called the DepamtroéJustice) invited Mr Bill Gothard,
founder and president of the Institute in BasielRfinciples (IBLP), to present a seminar to
divisional heads and managers of the departmefiiow to Solve Crime in New Zealand”
(Gothard, 1992). IBLP is an international Christ@ganisation that is best known for its
seminars on solving “basic youth conflicts” anddanresolution.” A key recommendation of
the Wellington seminar was to appoint volunteermastors in a character-building programme
with offenders (Gothard, 1992). Upon receivingréten report of the seminar circulated
among Justice Department field workers, | sougliiid out more about the mentoring
programme run by IBLP in the city of Indianapolis. July 1994 | was invited to attend an
IBLP conference in Indianapolis along with a goveemt delegation from Russia. Following
this visit | began working closely with IBLP in Nexiealand to train young volunteers to assist
on the MARC programme. From 1995 to 2000 the MARRGQgramme ran 10-day residential
courses for high risk young offenders. Offendexsinteered for the programme, often as an

alternative to imprisonment, and were teamed uf thi¢é IBLP mentors.

Although MARC was an unconventional approach wit@orrections, it was permitted to
continue due to positive outcomes and its adherenpanciples of effective intervention
outlined by McLaren and Trotter. However, with theoduction of Integrated Offender
Management, the Department of Corrections embavketie development of a set of “core
programmes” to address the criminogenic needsgbi-hisk offenders. These criminogenic
programmes were to be the focus of resources angribrity for probation officers in referring
offenders to appropriate interventions. Drawingmumeta-analytic research that indicated
interventions become more effective as hours iserélicLaren, 1996; Zampese, 1997),
criminogenic programmes were designed to be “lbiagd and intensive” (Corrections, 2006b,
p. 3). The group session, 100 hours in lengthcally ran daily for three hours, on four days of
the week. The development of these Correctiomsuantions seemed to signal the end for the
MARC programme, and courses ceased in mid-2000.

In the months that followed the launch of criminoigeprogrammes, it soon became evident
that not all higher risk offenders were suited loleao attend such intensive programmes. In

looking for an viable alternative for those “faththrough the cracks,” | began developing an



office-based version of the MARC programme, usilegnents of MARC that were likely to
have greatest impact in changing anti-social a#ituand raising motivation to address other
offending needs. As part of the approval processiplement this revamped version of
MARC, an analysis of attendance and offending pastef previous MARC participants was
reported to Corrections Head Office. It was fotimak from the 64 medium to high-risk
offenders referred to MARC since 1995, 57 had sssfadly completed the programme (Lees,
2002). This 89% compliance in itself was signifitas offender programmes tend to be
notorious for poor compliance, with 25% dropoutlgeihe norm, and in some cases being as
high as 50% (Corrections, 2001; Wilson, 2004). tédg of conviction data of MARC
graduates, using the Law Enforcement System (LE®)ed that the rate of convictions
dropped from an average of 7 per year before MARIEds than 2 per year in the years
following MARC (Figure 1). The seriousness of offéing also decreased, with 20% of
graduates never re-offending, and 43% re-offendirayless serious manner (Figure 2) (Lees,
2002). While not claiming to be rigorous reseathls submission resulted in a Head Office
review team describing MARC as “by all accountscessful,” and granting conditional
approval for MARC to resume operating in Taurargallor, T., personal communication,
October 22, 2002). Prior to commencing my postigede university studies, six offenders
successfully completed the 10-hour office-based MAR®urse in the latter part of 2003. The

evaluation of this brief, one-on-one, faith-basesgpamme is the basis of this research project.
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Figure 1. Average rate of offending for MARC participants before and after MARC
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Figure 2. Seriousness of re-offending since MARC

1.4 Research into Faith-based Offender Programmes

The Christian approach to reducing criminal offexgdcame to prominence with the opening of
a 60-bed “faith-based” unit at Rimutaka Prison érCictober, 2003. In a 2003 press release,
the Department of Corrections described the unitsasg “Christian-focused teachings,
programmes and ethos to help put offenders ondhetrack”. While a recent “Statement of
Intent” on the Department of Corrections websitcpk this programme under the umbrella of
“motivational programmes” designed to improve resdeeness to criminogenic programmes
(Corrections, 2006d, p. 93), it has previously askiedged that the unit is based on similar
faith-based units in the United States “that haslgeved low re-offending rates” (Corrections,
2003). A reduction in re-offending would indicaltet faith-based programmes go beyond
merely helping motivate change, and in fact addsesse of the crime-producing treatment

needs of offenders.

On the topic of spiritually-based change, Lamb200@) refers to the “substantial research
literature” documenting the relationship of spiaiiy-based change to “physical and mental
health.” However, he further notes that “given ldmge number of clients who subscribe to a
religious belief system, and the importance of smslystem to their functioning, it is surprising
to see the degree to which discussions and resas¥ahissing from the literature on
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psychotherapy process and outcome” (p. 817). dwwaf these comments it is hardly surprising
that a recent search of the Psycinfo database$aarch into “Christian,” “faith-based” or

“spiritually-based” rehabilitative interventionstuened minimal results.

One of the few documented faith-based prison ssudighe 2002 evaluation of the Texas
InnerChange Freedom Initiative (IFl). This commesive pre-release programme, launched in
1997, is described as being “Anchored in bibliealdhing, life-skills education, and group
accountability”, with an emphasis on “spiritual gth and moral development” (Johnson &
Larson, 2003, p. 4 & 25). Although the Johnson laaon did not give an outline of the
biblical curriculum used, they described some efgilogramme requirements. IFI inmates
were expected to participate in daily classes, iprand devotional times. They were given
“homework” and required to do a considerable amofinéading outside of class. Sixteen to
24 months of the programme was completed in prigdlowed by aftercare support from
Christian mentors for at least 6 to 12 where pdssiResearch into IFl used a sample of 177
participants and a 1,754 non-participant compargronp (matched with IFI participants on the
basis of race, age, offence type and risk scadrrbjs research found that 17.3% of faith-based
programme graduates were re-arrested during a éaopost-release period, compared with
35% re-arrest for the matched comparison groupn@lwh & Larson, 2003). Also during the
two-year period it was found that 8% of faith-bagealduates were re-incarcerated, compared to
20.3% for the matched comparison group. It wasdothe aftercare mentor contact was a
significant factor in achieving lower recidivisNarratives produced by the programme
graduates revealed “five spiritual transformatio@mes” associated with their rehabilitation,
namely: “(a) I'm not who | used to be; (b) spiritg@owth; (c) God versus the prison code [i.e.,
spirituality counteracting the negative influendeh® prison sub-culture]; (d) positive outlook

on life; and (e) the need to give back to soci¢ighnson & Larson, p. 5).

Another 2002 study was carried out to determineidant factors supporting successful
transition to the community for women ex-inmatdeia$ix months of involvement in a faith-
based release programme. Welcome Home Ministi#4\() is described as a holistic
programme, with a mind-body-spirit framework, desid to support women'’s successful

transition to the community following imprisonmerntitilizing open-ended data-generating
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guestions, this qualitative study involved 45-met#pe-recorded interviews of 27 WHM
participants at least six months after release fposon. While no specific questions were
asked about spiritual beliefs, 96% of the womeradhe importance of belief in God, with
themes such as “let go, let God” and “turning yitferover to God” (Parsons & Warner-
Robbins, p. 11 & 12). Closely connected with thi&s the gaining of freedom from addiction.

In response to the Bush administration’s policynaking subsidies available to faith-based
social service initiatives, a 2005 study lookea itite efficacy of prison rehabilitation ministries
in the American criminal justice system (McDan[@gvis, & Neff, 2005). While the results
were inconclusive, there was some evidence to sudggat faith-based programmes reduce
rates of recidivism, improve prison behaviour aetphnmates to adjust to the outside world.
In conclusion it is suggested that the “moderage®l of effectiveness demonstrated by prison
ministries could be improved “with further studydamodification” (p. 182).

It is accepted that the MARC intervention is mdrers-term and less comprehensive than the
prison ministries included in the above studiebe Rimutaka faith-based prison is run as a
partnership between Prison Fellowship New Zeal&#NZ) and the Department of
Corrections, with Corrections taking care of custbcequirements and PFNZ responsible for
running an 18-month “Christian development progfa@hristian mentors, from a wide range
of denominations, work one-on-one with inmatesefight months before leaving prison, and up
to two years post release (PFNZ, Promotional Brosi). A 10-hour programme certainly
could not hope to match the level of influence @féxl by dedicated prison units. However, it is
noted that MARC was originally developed as a comitytbased programme seeking to divert
young offenders on the pathway to imprisonment.eiVtielivered in a prison setting to inmates
about to be released, as was the case with mdgtipants in the current study, it provides
inmate volunteers with an introduction to the pescef spiritual transformation. Participants
are afforded the opportunity to receive a cleatangtion of the Christian worldview, and gain

understanding of how problems could be solved spitual level.

While MARC's brief 10 session framework is substalhyt different in structure from the more
comprehensive faith-based prison programmes, the@me research that suggests brief bible-
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based interventions can also be effective. Begmmith weekly volunteer-led bible studies,
early research on Prison Fellowship prison programshowed that inmates who attended 10 or
more of these bible studies prior to release wigrafeeantly less likely to be arrested during a
one year follow-up period (Johnson, Larson, & Pit&97). In gaining government approval to
establish dedicated faith-based units, Prison sl International (PFI) argued that if even a
“small dose of religious programs can have notitealects,” increased faith-based
programming, “coupled with educational, vocatioaat cognitive” components, is likely to be
even more effective (Johnson & Larson, 2003, p.Rsearch indicating this to be the case
helped pave the way for the New Zealand Prisorofaship faith-based prison initiative
(Corrections, 2003).

1.5 Spiritual, Cultural and Ethical Issues

In designing a programme with a spiritual and vadbased foundation for stimulating
behaviour change, in my view it is not possibl&&ve a generic approach. Spirituality means
different things to different cultures and relig&o@nd it cannot be blended into one
homogenous set of beliefs or truths that will beepted by everyone. Even the approach by
Alcoholics Anonymous, with its concept of a genéhigher power” encompassing all beliefs
and conceptions of god, could be seen as promatmegjgion of universalism and relativism.
The belief that all conceptions of God are equad, tauth in this area is whatever we want to
make it, sharply contradicts the Christian viewedlity (Bobgan & Bobgan, 1991; Burns,
1991). Even the naturalistic tenets of “multicedilism” that views all cultures as morally
equivalent and merely reflections of their own drigtand experience, denigrates a foundational
Christian beliefin a transcendent source of tarti morality (Anderson, Zuehlke, & Zuehlke,
2000; Colson & Pearcey, 1999). Attempts to diheéef systems and use non-specific terms to
create a bland spirituality that will be acceptablall is seen by Christians as creating a “form
of religion but denying the power of it” (2 Tim.53:Revised Standard Version). On this issue,
McDaniel et al. (2005) comment that “universal seetts about faith may warm the heart, but
they also sound an omen to those fearful of thergial homogenization of faith traditions into

a generic form of civil religion” (p. 181).
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Rather than diminish what Christians believe taheetransforming power inherent in an
uncompromising presentation of biblical faith, MARC approach is to be upfront and clearly
identify the worldview and spiritual reference pdinat underpins the programme. Informed
consent through full disclosure of values, goals procedures of the programme give
participants the choice of whether to participate ‘potentially value-changing experience”
(Anderson et al., 2000; Hohmann & Larson, 19985). MARC does this by identifying itself
as a biblical programme based on a Christian waldyv The key elements of this worldview
are outlined in the course brochure. While MARG®p&n to all who wish to address their
offending behaviour, attendees volunteer for treg@amme after gaining a clear understanding
of the MARC approach and what will be requiredrerh. An undertaking is given that
attendees will not be pressured to become Chrssbaijoin a church. Participants also have the
right to withdraw from the programme at any pointhaut penalty, other than possibly being

required to undertake an alternative intervention.

During the years of developing MARC within Corrects, approximately 50% of attendees
were of Maori ethnicity, and they often proved to be the mesponsive to its spiritual basis.
Finding connections with their &dri heritage, many showed a strong cultural affimit
Christianity and seemed to welcome the opportuniggttend a Christian-based intervention.
From a historical perspective it is noted that dgtihe 18 century Mioridom embraced
Christianity, despite the abuses of colonialism gredunworthy actions of some missionaries.
Claudia Orange (1989), in her book “The Story df@aty” documents that “by 1840, nearly
half of the Maori population was following Christian beliefs awdys,” and for this reason the
Treaty was viewed by many “as a bond similar toditrenants of the bible” (Orange, 1989, p.
34). While the importance of Christianity withinabti culture may have diminished in recent
years, it still holds a place of significance. ®ane could be said for Pacific Island culture. It
was found during MARC courses that the Christiassage of love, equality, forgiveness, and
reconciliation holds a strong appeal across cudtufdthough MARC seeks to avoid having any
particular cultural emphasis other than preserdibglical representation of Christianity, it

does attempt to be cognisant and respectful odulttaral background of attendees.



14

1.6 The Present Study

During the ten-year development of MARC, within bepartment of Corrections, it was
required to continually demonstrate that it wana with the best available research on
effective offender programmes. From its inceptd®RC targeted medium- to high-risk
offenders and was often used by the court as amalive to imprisonment. Within the
programme there was a “focus on cognitive restruagumoral development and problem
solving” (McLaren, 1992, p. 15). It sought to argersonal attitudes, values and thinking
styles connected with law-breaking, and promotetifleation with anti-criminal role models
(Andrews & Bonta, 2003; McLaren). On a therapyeleMARC had similarities with cognitive
behavioural therapy (CBT) through using a bibleaproach to challenge criminogenic ways of
thinking and maladaptive core beliefs (Andersoal 2000). As well as encouraging the
revision of personal values, MARC sought to advagaiaeing a sense of shame over wrong-
doing and acquiring things of lasting value (Lethri1993). Through the modelling and
reinforcing of Judeo-Christian pro-social valueARLC sought to mentor offenders toward a
different way of thinking and acting (Trotter, 192006).

While MARC may be seen as a Christianized blen@®T and other offender “what works”
principles, it is the emphasis on spiritual transfation that makes it unique among offender
programmes. MARC seeks to facilitate spiritualrdeaby identifying root problems that result
from the violation of spiritual principles. The NREC problem-solving model (Appendix A)
views root problems on a spiritual level as feedipgnto problematic cognitions, emotions and
behaviours (Gothard, 1992). It is through thedting of these spiritually-based root problems
that MARC aims to shift the anti-social attitudesl dehaviours of high-risk offenders. It is
hypothesised that targeting root problems andifatiig change on a spiritual level can more
effectively stimulate cognitive/attitudinal and la@foural change than conventional approaches,
especially when participants are open to such ahakience MARC endeavours to produce
positive outcomes following a brief interventiorhen research indicates that longer

programmes are needed to achieve significant ee@dltLaren, 1996; Zampese, 1997).
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Originally it was planned to recruit MARC voluntsdrom offenders in the community,
however, this was hindered by a lack of referradsnfprobation officers. When approval was
later gained to present MARC within a local prisbve inmates enrolled. They were serving
short sentences and did not have the opportunaytémd Corrections programmes. It is noted
from a recent prison study by Corrections researétiek Wilson, that the majority of high-risk
offenders spend “relatively short periods in prisdhus restricting their ability to receive
“‘intensive psychological treatment initiatives.’brfimany who did receive treatment, “usually
for A & D abuse,” it was “marked by a singular lacksuccess” (Wilson, 2004, p. 11). While
not claiming to be intensive treatment, MARC wakedb fill a gap for inmates who would

otherwise have missed out on any formal interventio

The present study will look at whether the 10-hd#WRC programme, with its spiritual
dynamic, can contribute to a reduction in anti-gbattitudes and criminal actions of higher-risk
offenders. It is acknowledged that MARC’s moddfires to reduce re-offending seem
unlikely to succeed, given Nick Wilson'’s findings)d recently publicised research showing
that the Corrections 100-hour programmes are dingytp do so (Kay, 2006; Wilson, 2004). If
the findings of this research indicate that thefddARC intervention has produced significant
change, then this would give weight to the hypath#tsat facilitating spiritual change is an

effective way to change behaviour.
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CHAPTER 2 THE PLACE OF THE CHRISTIAN WORLDVIEW
WITHIN PSYCHOLOGICAL RESEARCH AND PRACTICE

2.1 A Comparison of Worldviews

With the growing acceptance of multiculturalisnpsychology, it appears that the concept of
worldview has moved to centre stage and the toagitidominance of western empiricism is
being challenged (Misra, 1993). Packer (1985) ntesethat “In recent years there has been
increased questioning of the notion that researgsychology is, or can be, value free” (p.
1081). Guba and Lincoln (1994) contend that “Qoestof method are secondary to questions
of paradigm, which we define as the basic belisteay or worldview that guides the
investigator, not only in choices of method bubirtologically and epistemologically
fundamental ways” (p. 105). A 1996 article refdrte the “virtual acceptance of
multiculturalism as a ‘fourth force’ in psychologwith the result that “the role of religion in
counselling and psychotherapy has become an abbepspic for debate and discussion”
(Worthington, Kurusu, McCullough, & Sandage, p. %148

“Worldview” is a concept borrowed into English fraatranslation of the German word
“weltanschauung.” It refers to the overall pergpecor framework through which an
individual or group sees and interprets the wortilad them. Everything we see and think
about is filtered through our worldview, and itesdfs how we interact with reality. While the
concept of worldview still allows for debate on therits of differing views of reality, it helps
remove the arrogance of thinking that “my way s timly way to interpret the world.” In a
definitive volume on the Christian worldview, imt@tional prison ministry leader Charles
Colson, most famous for his role in the Watergaendal and his subsequent conversion to
Christianity, has co-written what he believes tdlmost important book of his career. “How
Now Shall We Live?” compares competing worldviewshe context of how they answer age-
old questions such as: Where do | come from? ¥Why here? Where am | going? What is

wrong with the world? How do we fix it (Colson &Rrcey, 1999)? The Christian answer to
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these foundational questions reveals the widengistin between the biblical worldview, and

the popular philosophy of naturalism (Table 1).

Christian Worldview Naturalistic Worldview
Where do | The world was createdoy a | Therandom interaction of energy and
come from? supremely intelligent, all- matter over millions of years has
powerful, and loving God. | accidentally produced the world as W}e
know it.
Why am | To live inintimate relationship To ensuresurvival of the species.
here? with God. To find my own meaning and
To experience hi®ve and happiness
guidanceon a daily basis.
Where am | We have freedom to choose There is no life beyond the grave.
going? where we will speneternity — Death is the end of our existence.
with God or separated from
God
What is We choose to obey or disobey Environmental hazards,
wrong with God’'smoral law (the 10 dysfunctional systemgsocial &
the world? commandments). biological) andmaladaptive human
Ourchoices have consequencgs Processegbehaviours, cognitions,
(we reap what we sow). emotions) interfere with individual
Wrong choices(sin) leads to happiness and_ the well-being of
society.

suffering — both for ourselves
and others.

How do we We are all law-breakers (sinnefs) We need to find ways taminimise

fix it? and arepowerless to save hazards
ourselves correct dysfunctional systems and
Through the death and improve maladaptive human
resurrection of Jesus Christ, Gpdprocesses- i.e. correct poor thinking
has provided &escue plan feeling and behaving.

Jesus took thpenalty for our
sin and made a way for us to be
saved

When we receive this gifiur
lives are transformed— we gain
motivation and power to act in
love.

Table 1. A Comparison between the Christian Worldview athét of Naturalism
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Sometimes found under other banners such as serengositivism, materialism or
reductionistic empiricism, naturalism is the betiedit natural causes alone are sufficient to
explain everything that exists. Colson contenas tiis has become the dominant worldview of
Western culture, and has invested science witheaated position of ultimate intellectual
authority (Colson & Pearcey, 1999). In its quedbe recognized as a science, psychology has
largely embraced the naturalistic worldview. le thhost recent edition of the Psychotherapy
Handbook, a newly added chapter on “The Constraini$aturalism” alerts the reader to some
of the dangers of naturalism and questions whétthépiases” are “leading us to ignore
potentially effective factors and conceptions” (Lsart, 2004, p. 44). It is the naturalistic
worldview within psychology, rather than empiricigrar se, that sharply conflicts with the
Christian view of reality (Table 1). From a histat perspective it is noted that many of the
early empiricists and developers of the scientifiethod were motivated by their Christian
beliefs (Colson & Pearcey, 1999; Morris, 1982).e¥hegarded science as a means of revealing
the intricate design and creative genius of Godt tBe Christian worldview also sees
empiricism as being largely limited to natural pberena and inadequate when it comes to

understanding spiritual reality.

2.2 A Conflict of Worldviews

2.2.1 The Emergence of a Competing Religion

Prior to the rise of psychology and naturalism dgihe 28 century, the Christian church had a
long history of being at the forefront of developref the helping professions, especially
ministry to the troubled and disadvantaged of sgci&homas Szasz (1988) makes the
observation that most psychiatric historians igribeefact that modern psychotherapy has its
roots in “the pastoral cure of souls” (p. 25). tAe western world adopted a naturalistic and
secular humanistic worldview, new approaches toestihg social needs and providing the
“cure of souls” began to take prominence. Szaggesis that psychology emerged as a new
secular religion. Quoting from two of the foundifashers of modern psychology, Sigmund

Freud and Carl Jung, Szasz seeks to make this point
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“We do not seek to bring [the patient] relief bgeeving him into the catholic,
protestant, or socialist community. We seek rath@nrich him from his own internal
sources....Such activity as this is pastoral worthabest sense of the word” (Freud,
1927, quoted in Szasz, 1988, p. 180).

“Healing may be called a religious problem....Religgare systems of healing for
psychic illness....This is why patients force thegtsytherapist into the role of a priest,
and expect and demand of him that he shall frem fih@em their distress. This is why
we psychotherapists must occupy ourselves withlpro® which, strictly speaking,
belong to the theologians” (Jung, 1932, quotedzias3, 1988, p. 181).

As psychology emerged with the hallmarks of a caimgeaeligion, promoting a conflicting
worldview and gaining legitimacy by attempting t@gent itself as pure science, it was
inevitable that it would be at variance with esigd religion. In the psychotherapy handbook
it is acknowledged that “traditionally, there ha&ehb at least a mild antagonism between
psychotherapy and religion” (Lambert, 2004, p. 27&)nes and Butman (1991) comment that
“more often the antagonism against Christianityubtle, demonstrated more in the silence
about religion in psychology text, papers and @agkan in open antagonism” (p. 24). At the
beginning of this research project, a review ofritommended texts for post-graduate
psychology papers at Massey University revealesiditence and the minimal importance
placed on religion, spirituality or ChristianityA one-paragraph entry in Kaplan and Sadock’s
1400-page Synopsis of Psychiatry (1997) obsenads th

“From the psychological point of view, perhaps stieking feature of religion is its
universality. There are few societies in whichgelh plays no significant role, and there
are relatively few people who, at one time or aagthave experienced some religious
stirring. From this universality one must infertinaligion performs some adaptive

function, it is invoked to satisfy one or more wsal human needs” (p. 862).

Despite this acknowledgement of the “universaldyteligion and its “adaptive function”, it

does not warrant any further comment in this extn@igolume on clinical psychiatry. Itis
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perhaps ironic that the word “psychiatry” is dedveom two Greek words meaning “healing of
the soul or spirit” and yet traditionally withinighprofession the spiritual dimension has been
largely ignored. The 820-page Bergin and Garfiédshdbook of Psychotherapy and Behaviour
Change (Lambert, 2004) devotes four paragrapheetéreligious beliefs” of therapists and
three paragraphs to “spiritually based change” 238, 817). It makes a concluding remark
that “given the large number of clients who suliseto a religious belief system ... itis
surprising to see the degree to which discussinds@search are missing from the literature on
psychotherapy” (p. 817).

While the 440-page text on “Practice Issues foniCél and Applied Psychologists in New
Zealand” (Love & Whittaker, 2000) has nothing i tihdex under religion, spirituality or
Christianity, some pages refer to religious anditsyal issues. A paragraph in the chapter on
Pacific Island people contains a caution that fitefessional working with a Pacific client
ignores the religious aspects to their lives air theril” (p. 160). Under a heading of
“Religion,” in the chapter on “Working with AsiareBple”, the importance of religion to
“virtually all aspects of life” is emphasised (.1). Again the psychologist is cautioned that
“to ignore or discount this facet of Asian mind Mebe to deal with only part of the person” (p.
171). A helpful paragraph on “spirituality” is fod in the chapter on “Pakeha Clinical
Psychology and the Treaty of Waitangi.” It poiotd that if the Pakeha therapist is
uncomfortable talking about “matters of the spaittealm...then progress in therapy will be
halting and shallow” (p. 156). By way of contris¢ text describes religion in the western
world “to have largely become an ‘optional add-tunlife, something that is partaken at

intervals, or on special occasions, but which isnezessarily an integral part of ‘real life” (p.

171). In other words, religion is seen as largeblevant in the western world.

From a worldview perspective it is noted that thegan proponents of psychotherapy were (or
are) non-Christian thinkers, often coming from #resgstic or agnostic perspective. According
to Jones and Butman (1991), many had “large axgarnd against religion generally and
Christianity in particular,” and engaged in devahgpmajor psychotherapy systems with
“competing ‘life views’ that are religious in scopad content” (p. 24). This “grinding of axes”

can clearly be seen with the founding fathers oflemo psychology, particularly Sigmund
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Freud. In avigorous and sometimes vitriolic que of the history of psychotherapy,
psychiatrist and university professor, Thomas S¢H388), described Freud as “proud,
chauvinistic” (p. 139), “an angry avenger and a oh@@ring founder of a religion (or cult)” (p.
155). Szasz devoted a whole chapter of his bo68igmund Freud: The Jewish Avenger,”
citing evidence that Freud saw himself as a “Jewialrior, fighting against a hostile Christian
world” (p. 149). He noted that even Freud’s callea, Carl Jung, saw “bitterness” as being his

“main characteristic” (p. 150).

Freud viewed religion as “the universal obsessioealrosis of humanity,” (Freud, 1927, quoted
in Szasz, 1988, p. 136). He referred to himsethasompletely godless Jew” and a “hopeless
pagan” (Meng & Freud, 1963, quoted in Adams, 19/A6). Growing up in a society “imbued
with the spirit of Christian anti-Semitism” (Szad4888, p. 153), Freud allegedly had great
resentment towards the Christian religion. A sisripld of Freud as a child, with his father,
being pushed around and having their clothes mddalfesome supposed Christians. Freud was
ashamed that his father did not retaliate and vatatisome day he would get even (Oates,
1958, cited in Adams, 1970). It is suggested pisggt hoanalysis was the “weapon” Freud used
to “inflict vengeance on Christianity” (Adams, 1940 16; Szasz, 1988, p. 146).

2.2.2 The Promotion of Hedonism and Moral Relativism

While it is debatable whether psychology, ridingtbe back of naturalism, deliberately sought
to displace the Christian worldview, however, itfience in undermining Christian moral
values contributed to further consternation witti@ Christian church. Colson and Pearcey
(1999) refer to psychology as a field that assutinashuman beings are objects to be
manipulated and controlled, like scientific varedl This then leads to an approach that denies
things like the soul, conscience, moral reasoramg, moral responsibility. Using Freud as an
initial example they contend that he “did more tlhayone else to debunk the very notion of
moral responsibility”. They allege that Freud ‘vedd humans to complex animals, rejecting
explanations of behaviour couched in ‘old-fashidredological terms — such as, sou) and
conscience- and substituting scientific terms borrowed frbimlogy, such agstinctsand

drives (italics in the original, p. 176). Then refergito later developments such as B. F.

Skinner’s behaviourism, they see psychology asmteg to create a new brand of “scientific”
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utopianism, where “the flaws in human nature aresalt not of moral corruption but of learned
responses — responses that can be unlearned gt can then be reprogrammed to be
happy and adjusted” (p. 177). This is consistatit the Lambert (2004) chapter on “The
Constraints of Naturalism.” It describes “hedorisra the assumption that all living things
seek pleasure and avoid pain. The text noteghifsaassumption “dominates formal
disciplinary conceptions of therapy outcome, humature, and human relationships” and is a
unifying concept between therapies. It remarks‘thlthough psychoanalysts and behaviourist
agree on little else, they agree on the importafiteedonism” (p. 60). In Freud’s words “we
have found it impossible to give our support tovertional morality [which] demands more
sacrifices than it is worth” (Glasser, 1965, p..xBy normalizing hedonism and cutting loose
from moral constraints of the past, Freud, Skiraret other psychological frontrunners were
seen as helping legitimize the sexual revolutiothefsixties and seventies. This moral
relativism championed by the leading lights of gmjogy served to deepen the divide between

psychology and the Christian church.

2.2.3 Finding Common Ground

Given this antagonism and clash of worldviewss pérhaps surprising that in North America
there is a 20,000 member professional body of Gamigsychologists called the Christian
Association for Psychological Studies (CAPS), armdnChristian seminaries and universities
offer courses in Psychology. While it seems thahynChristian psychologists and counsellors
are happy to integrate psychology with their Crarsbeliefs, numerous books and articles have
been written to caution Christians about aspecpspthotherapy that are incongruous with
Christian principles (Jones & Butman, 1991). Tikigot surprising given the diverse nature of
psychology and the opposing factions within its aamnks. While integration in any form is
rejected by certain Christian writers (Adams, 180bgan & Bobgan, 1997), it seems that
many Christian therapists are able to find somemmomground, believing that psychology can
enhance their professional practice without compsong their biblical worldview (Anderson et
al., 2000; Riddell, 2006).
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2.3 The Christian approach to therapy

According to a Statistics New Zealand media rel€¢2661) on cultural diversity, over 2 million
New Zealanders identify as being Christian. Wthie figure is unlikely to represent the
number who actually internalise and practice Ciamsbeliefs, it does indicate that the Christian
worldview holds a significant cultural positiontims country. In view of this, and given the
large Christian population of North America, ifaerhaps surprising that there is so little
available within mainstream psychology that prosideChristian-focused approach to therapy.
Referring to research done by Worthington, KurddoCullough, & Sandage (1996), Lambert
(2004) noted that this research “indicates thadimls/spiritual clients prefer therapists who
address change within a spiritual framework,” drttiey are unable to find such therapists
“many avoid treatment altogether” (p. 817). Clgentho “identify themselves as ‘Christian,’
tend to prefer therapists who share their religioelgefs” (p. 278). Lambert also notes from
research findings that religious cognitive therégrydepression, and pastoral counsellors,
achieve outcomes that are “equal to or better thase professionally trained in cognitive
methods” (p. 817).

Among the well-respected Christian leaders in ib&dal counselling field is best-selling
author, Neil Anderson. He, along with psychothestspT erry and Julianne Zuehlke, have
published a text on the “practical integrationtegdlogy and psychology” entitled “Christ-
Centered Therapy” (2000). In the introduction alughors express their desire to “integrate the
truth of God’s Word with compatible methodologyrfrdhe science of psychology” (p. 14).
Later, in a chapter that focuses on the integraisae, Anderson and his colleagues describe
the cognitive-behavioural therapy sequence of capdpof irrational beliefs with new ways of
thinking and responding. They then make the olasienv that “this process is about as close to
the description of the concept of Christian repecg¢aas one can get” (p. 106). This sequence is
also linked to the biblical concept of being “tréorsned by the renewal of your mind” (Rom.
12:2). However, a key point of departure from GBThe understanding of “the reality of the
spiritual world,” and the “possibility that spirsiwarfare could be part of the counselling
process” (p. 108). Negative thoughts can be iledtas coming from “patterns of the sinful

flesh learned from living in a fallen world, oriffang arrows from Satan ... (see Ephesian 6:16;
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1 Peter 5:8)” (p. 109). Counselees who underdtaahristian worldview can quickly reject
the “lie” behind their negative thinking, when the&se its dubious origin and “the truth” is
revealed (p. 123). While the western naturalisticd is likely to balk at such concepts and
may dismiss them as belonging to a bygone era, mus&ase studies are documented in
Anderson’s books of counselees gaining swift astrig relief from serious conditions through

this integrated approach (e.g. Anderson, 199048; Anderson et al., p. 150).

Perhaps the Christian psychologist who is best knfmwresearching and presenting the biblical
concepts within mainstream psychology is EveretttWiogton, Professor of the Department of
Psychology at Virginia Commonwealth University. rdtagh his research and publishing of
books on “forgiveness” he hopes to show the vafuhis “tool” in reconciling and

transforming relationships (Worthington, 2006, 200By developing and researching a
programme called Forgiving and Reconciling thro&giperiencing Empathy (FREE),
Worthington has made available an evidence-baged/antion that can be used by counsellors
of various persuasions. While packaging the Ganstoncept of forgiveness for a general
market, Worthington cautions that “forgiveness niiighe belief system of the person
employing it. If not, forgiveness can be a blurgtrument, not a tool” (Worthington, 2006, p.
xii). It is noted that the process of overcomibgjtérness” through receiving “grace,” and

understanding the power of forgiveness, is a keycpale presented in the MARC course.

Here in New Zealand, Pastor and therapist Dianethas pioneered and researched (at
Doctorate level through Auckland University) therShan-orientated Refocussing Therapy
(RFT). Research has validated the effectivenefswett's approach and she is now in demand,
in New Zealand and overseas, to train others ifRfFE method. Divett sees most
psychological theories as falling short of proviglihe healing, resolution and fulfilment of
unmet needs available when a person connects ®itld"s empowering presence” (Divett,
2006, p. 1) This connection occurs through helgimgrson to locate, access and develop their

“God spaces,” thus shifting their focus and fredimgm from binding issues in their lives (p. 1).

As already noted, in the Corrections field someaspmity is being afforded Christian-based
programmes to prove their efficacy. A 20-bed Glamsfocus unit has been operating at
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Manawatu Prison for many years, and in 2003 thed&f-faith-based” unit opened at Rimutaka
Prison in partnership with Prison Fellowship Nevaléad (PFNZ). Although the brief MARC
intervention differs greatly in format from the reaaromprehensive PFNZ prison programme, it
draws upon the same biblical foundation and thlisg@pon the same spiritual change
elements. A PFNZ publication describes their waisKa ministry of transformation, restoration
and reconciliation,” and through “a process offfalevelopment and Christian encounter,
inmates take responsibility for their behaviour (RFNZ, Promotional Brochure-a). It is noted
that Prison Fellowship International (PFI) is ndwe tvorld’s largest volunteer organisation
involved in prison work. With 45,000 trained votaars in the US alone, its founder, Charles
Colson, has received international acclaim fordoistribution to criminal rehabilitation

(Bolkas, 2002; McDaniel et al., 2005). While oweas research supports the effectiveness of
such faith-based prison programmes (Johnson & bha@03; McDaniel et al., 2005; Parsons
& Warner-Robbins, 2002), research is still in pesgrto determine outcomes from New

Zealand initiatives.

2.4 Similarities between MARC and Cognitive BehaviouralTherapy

In development of the Christian-based MARC programthere was initially no intention to
integrate its biblical approach with any particydaychological theory. However, research in
the Corrections field, with the emergent principdégffective interventions, had a significant
influence on the MARC development. Andrews andtB®&(2003) emphasis on cognitive-
behavioural therapy (CBT) fitted well with MARC’itral theme of shifting maladaptive core
beliefs and removing root problems. Anti-socigh&eaour, emotions and cognitions provided
an entry point for MARC to uncover spiritual dys@tion and introduce an offender to a biblical
solution (Appendix A). Biblical concepts such asr6ngholds” of false thinking (2 Cor. 10:4-
5) and “lies” from “the devil” (John 8:44, Acts 11®) are seen as having a close parallel with
CBT'’s notion of maladaptive cognitive processesefM biblical solutions, such as confession,
repentance, forgiveness and renouncing of liegp@sented as powerful ways of escaping the
past and beginning a new way of thinking (Andersbal., 2000; Backus, 2000; Worthington,
2006). While many MARC participants are unfamiliath the Christian worldview, and are

usually not ready to fully embrace this new waytomking, MARC aims to start them on a
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journey of spiritual and cognitive change — a cleatigt will lead them away from offending,

and eventually into a more responsible way of life.

2.5 The Spiritual Dimension of MARC

While MARC may have similarities to cognitive-bel@wal interventions, it is the spiritual
dimension that makes it distinctly different. Tioderstand how MARC intends to go beyond
changing maladaptive cognitions and focuses orglmgnabout spiritual change, an
understanding is needed of the Christian view oham spirituality. It is widely accepted by
Christians that the bible presents a tripartite ehad humankind, consisting of “body, soul and
spirit” (1 Thess. 5:23). The spirit is identified the heart of man that is designed to be the
dwelling place of God (Isaiah 57:15, Eph. 3:16-1Wjithout God at the centre, our lives
become spiritually dead and we are unable to redespiration and power to live as God
intended (Eph. 2:1-3) (Appendix E). In order tsngrabout a spiritual rebirth (John 3:3), a

number of factors must come into play.

Please note that the following factors are desaibbem a Christian viewpoint using biblical

terminology.

2.5.1 The Authority Factor

Although the authority of the bible is often a topf fierce debate, mainstream orthodox

Christians generally accept its claim to be theiresl word of God and the final authority on
matters of conduct, faith and doctrine (2 Tim. 3:18he fact that it was written by more than
40 authors, from various walks of life, on thre#fedent continents (Africa, Asia and Europe),
over a 1,600 year period, writing in three diffareamguages (Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek) on
numerous controversial topics, and yet it readsasunfolding story with unity and harmony of
thought, strongly points to its spiritual and suyaural origins (Comfort, 2003; McDowell &
Stewart, 1993). The numerous Old Testament masaophesies that were perfectly fulfilled
hundreds of years later in the life, death andrrestion of Jesus Christ is further evidence
supporting its divine authority (Strobel, 1998)hriStians believe that when a person accepts

the authority of the bible, and starts respondmthé “truth” it contains, then a spiritual
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transformation begins to take place (John 8:32,.Mel?). The bible is used as an authoritative
foundation for everything that is taught on the M&Brogramme, with the goal of facilitating

spiritual change.

2.5.2 The Prayer Factor

Central to the Christian worldview is the essentiég of prayer in opening the way for change
in the natural world. The bible teaches “...The etifee, fervent prayer of a righteous man
avails much” (James 5:16), “... we do not wrestleisgfdlesh and blood, but against
principalities, against powers, against the rutérthe darkness of this age, against spiritual
hosts of wickedness in the heavenly places,” aackthre Christians need to be “... praying
always with all prayer and supplication in the 8plreing watchful to this end with all
perseverance.” (Eph. 6:12, 18). In seeking to redirect youngmaway from destructive
lifestyles, MARC recognizes that there is a spalitoattle that needs to be won through
effective, fervent and persistent prayer. Vitallte effectiveness of MARC is the commitment
of the facilitator to pray daily for each particigdrom the time they volunteer for the
programme and throughout the follow-up period (Appie W). The facilitator is supported in
prayer by church prayer teams.

2.5.3 The Fear Factor

As a MARC participant comes to understand thatthese and effect nature of physical laws

has a similar counterpart in the moral realm (Ages), a healthy fear of undesirable
consequences can develop. In the same way tleaasarpwould fear falling to their death on a
slippery mountainside, they also need to fear #sdrdctive end that results from the slippery
slide of moral decline. The biblical concept of ttthe fear of the Lord” involves a person
coming to realise that God has established lovingahboundaries to protect humankind from
harming self and others. The fear and awe thatrsop may experience as they look over the
edge of the Grand Canyon is similar to what caeXperienced when a person understands the
awesome power of God and the certainty of justeguences for “stepping over the edge”
morally. The bible teaches that “The fear of tlogd_is the beginning of wisdom ...” (Prov.
9:10) and “... by the fear of the Lord one depausrfrevil” (Prov. 16:6).
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2.5.4 The Grace Factor

When John Newton, the callous, hard-living slawaelér was converted to Christianity in the

18" Century, he penned the words of a famous hymn Zargagrace how sweet the sound that
saved a wretch like me.” The biblical term “graceh be defined as the undeserved favour of
God poured out upon the human race (John 1:16, Ept8, 2:8). In our lost and wretched
state, God took upon himself the punishment forlawrbreaking, to rescue us from eternal
death and reconcile us back to himself (Rom. 220721). In addition to this redemptive grace,
God seeks to empower and equip us through thé&ngfibf the Holy Spirit, thus enabling us to
break free from sinful habits and find our true Ifurpose (John 15:26, Acts 1:8, Rom. 8: 12-
13). While pride blocks a person from receivingagr (James 4:6), the hard experiences of life
and suffering consequences for wrong-doing can rtfa® more open to God. Stubborn pride
gives way to redeeming grace and the process ofugpichange begins (2 Cor. 12: 9-10).
Sometimes the harsh realities of prison life cakeraperson more open to receiving grace and

thus allowing spiritual change to take place.

2.5.5 The Love Factor
The New Testament writers used the Greek work “@gtpdescribe the unselfish, self-

sacrificing, unconditional love that is the foundatof the Christian worldview. The bible
teaches that “... God is love (agapé€)” (1 John 463, that we are to love God with all our
heart, soul, mind and strength, and love our neghhs ourselves (Mark 12:30-31). Thisisin
contrast to more self-seeking types of love, suchratherly love (philé) and sexual love

(eros). The bible teaches that when religiouads not grounded in agapé love, it becomes
worthless human action and can even be offensie¢hirs (1 Cor. 13:1-2). Agapé love cannot
be produced by self-effort, but needs to be sg@ilfigjimparted — “... the love of God has been
poured out in our hearts by the Holy Spirit ...” (Rams 5:5). As the MARC patrticipants are
introduced to God’s agapé love, this begins atsiriprocess where they can learn to love in
this way — “We love (agapé) Him because He firgetb(agapéd) us” (1 John 4:19).

2.5.6 The Revelation Factor

Another biblical concept of great importance imiging about spiritual change is divine

revelation. The bible teaches that when the huspait is empty of God’s presence, it is open
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to deceptive influences that “blind” a person tolisal truth — “If the Good News we preach is
hidden behind a vell, it is hidden only from peopleo are perishing. Satan, who is the god of
this world, has blinded the minds of those who tbelieve. They are unable to see the glorious
light of the Good News ...” (2 Cor. 4:3-4 New Livifiganslation). God gains access to the
closed human mind through the human spirit, briggimevelation of truth. This access is
facilitated by the prayers and witness of ChrigtiaRevelation can bypass mental roadblocks
and can sometimes bring dramatic change. The csioveof Saul, the obsessed persecutor of
Christians who later became the great Apostle Faah example of the power of revelation
(Acts 9:1-19).

2.5.7 The Conscience Factor

The conscience is seen as a function of the gmidtis calibrated by connection with God’s
Holy Spirit (Rom. 8: 1-2, 1 Cor. 6:11). Withouighregular adjustment it becomes like a clock
that has slowed down to the point of being worthleBy awakening and re-calibrating a
person’s conscience to right and wrong on a spirlevel, MARC seeks to bring about a shift

in thinking that will act as a deterrent to futereminal conduct.

2.6 The Goal of the MARC Intervention

It is accepted that established, recidivist offerdee “hard to rehabilitate” and can be
“‘extremely resistant to change” (Andrews & Bont@Q2; Corrections, 2001, p. 6; Wilson,
2004). Attempting to stop a high-risk, persisteffénder from breaking the law is like trying to
stop a moving train. You are unlikely to bringatan abrupt standstill, but hope to slow it
down in preparation for stopping. This researajgut seeks to examine whether helping
offenders awaken their conscience, realise therahtesponsibility, become more God-fearing,
experience agapé love, receive truth and reveladiot discover ways to solve problems on a
spiritual level, will slow down the rate and sesoess of their offending. In the brief 10-hour
MARC intervention it is not expected to bring oftemg to a complete standstill, but it is
intended that some spiritual change with occuryiing motivation to change anti-social ways
of thinking, to have less contact with anti-so@ss$ociates, and move away from anti-social

behaviour (i.e., less offending).
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CHAPTER 3 METHOD

3.1 Design

Due to the ethical and practical consideration$ired below this study adopted a quasi-
experimental A-B design, consisting of a sevenlsiegse studies with offender volunteers
from within the Department of Corrections. Measusefore and after the MARC intervention
were used to look for evidence of cognitive anddweural change. As an external researcher
working with participants under the jurisdiction@brrections, only limited access was given to
offender information. Having been granted permis4o obtain research data solely from
MARC volunteers, meant that it was not possiblmttude a control group of non-MARC
participants. Priority was given to the needsantigipants, with a goal of protecting their
anonymity and minimising the intrusion of researetjuirements into the delivery of the
programme. Ten one-hour sessions were delivetiedreveekly or twice-weekly in a series of
one-on-one interactions with the programme fatdita Five participants were prison inmates
and two were being supervised by a probation affit¢he community. It is readily
acknowledged that in the natural setting of thenselling room, at a prison or in the
community, there was limited ability to control iompant variables in this research. Threats to
its internal validity were likely present, suchuasontrolled influences from home or the prison
environment, possible selection bias due to usolgnteers, change occurring due to
maturation of participants, deficiencies in the swras used and the influence of experimenter

expectations (Kazdin, 2003).

While the choice of the less rigorous quasi-expental A-B design limits the conclusions that
can be drawn, it does takes the research beyorel bservations within treatment to include
observations from repeated measures in the peefmtdand after the MARC course (Barlow
& Hersen, 1984; Kazdin, 2003). These measures ugd to indicate level of offending,
significance of criminal associations, degree dfsaacial attitudes and risk of further
offending. As the A-B single case design canntat out the influence of confounding
variables, it is accepted that observation of cedngm pre-intervention measures are only

correlational in nature, and any evidence of chalugs not necessarily establish cause and
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effect relationships between therapy and outconael¢® & Hersen, 1984). Despite these
limitations, the A-B case study design can stiMegsome indication of treatment efficacy, and is
particularly useful when beginning research inteear form of therapy or when it is not feasible
to have a control group, or repeatedly introdua \aithdraw treatment variables. Barlow and
Hersen assert that among the important functiotiseo€ase study is its contribution to the
“generation of new hypotheses, which later mayuigested to more rigorous experimental
scrutiny” (p. 67).

Another limitation of the single-case design is dlemerality of findings. Can the results from a
single case be replicated in other studies? Raic studies with similar results would be
needed to give strength to single case findingsweé¥er, in terms of external validity or
generality of findings Barlow and Hersen (1984)temal that “a series of single-case designs in
similar clients in which the original experimendisectly replicated three or four times can far
surpass the experimental group/no-treatment cogtaalp design” (p. 58). While neither
design addresses generality across different tistsagr settings, replicating single case studies
enables examination of the individual charactexsstif each participant. From this additional
information it may be possible to determine whigbet of participant responds best to the
intervention. In group studies there is a blurmfigndividual differences, and the statistical
analysis of results can mask the fact that thertreiat was effective for certain cases. Making
the distinction between clinical vs. statistica@rsficance, Barlow and Hersen (1984) note that if
a few members of an experimental group respondufaady to treatment, while others fail to
improve and some deteriorate, then statisticaltyetkperimental group may appear the same as
the unchanged control group. In such trials tiveaal effects are averaged out, leading the
researcher to overlook “the marked effectivenesh@de treatments on some clients” (p. 38).
While visual inspection is the most commonly usatrblatively insensitive method of
evaluating single case data, it can be regardeeliable when marked effects are evident.
Applied research using single-case design has “ampéd the importance of searching for
potent intervention effects and subjecting the tatasual inspection rather than statistical
evaluation” (p. 291; Kazdin, 2003).
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Although offending behaviour is the most salienaswee in this study, the intermittent nature
of this type of behaviour makes it difficult to aslish a pre-intervention baseline. A further
problem is that offending patterns, obtained froBSLconviction data, only relate to offending
for which the participant was caught and a conmtentered. For some offenders this may
represent only a small percentage of their actialical activity. In an attempt to determine a
more accurate level of offending behaviour, thiglgtuses an additional self-report measure of
offending.

Due to the small size of the MARC sample, the gairsts on data collecting, and the
limitations of the single case A-B design, it was feasible to use a statistical method to
examine the significance of test results. Howewisyal inspection of pre and post-intervention
measures, along with the characteristics of eatividual case, has been used to give an
indication of the clinical significance of the MAR@Gtervention. In dealing with recidivist
offenders, whose entrenched pattern of offendirghagh risk rating indicate a strong
resistance to change, then any evidence of a rieduntcriminality warrants further
investigation. Of particular interest would be @awdence of a marked level of change,
indicating possible potent intervention effectsindt fluctuations in attitude or behaviour from
pre-intervention measures during the 12-month ¥ellgp would be treated as insignificant,

given the lack of precision in the A-B design.

3.2 Participants and Setting

The seven participants were recruited through Wamigaommunity Probation Service and
Wanganui Prison. The target group were male o#es)dl7 — 26 years of age, assessed on two
risk measures as being of medium to high risk ofriiserious offending. The community-
based participants attended weekly sessions atenview room in the town of Marton. From
five candidates who were referred by a local priobabfficer, one failed to return after the first
session, another relocated elsewhere, and a tlaischwested but later requested to complete the
programme in prison. This request to deliver MARIEhin the prison, coupled with a lack of

referrals from Community Probation, led to a simfthe make-up of the MARC patrticipants.
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Thus, the original plan to recruit offenders in d@mmunity was modified to include prison

inmates.

In order to establish pre and post-interventior lewf offending, prison candidates needed to
be serving relatively short prison sentences fless two years), and be approaching the end of
their sentence. To enable easier post-releasevalp contact, inmates were also selected on
the basis that they would likely be living in tleever North Island upon release. Inmates who
had attended a Corrections rehabilitative progrardarang their current prison sentence were
ineligible, as this would have introduced a confiing variable where change could be
attributed to the earlier programme. Out of smates meeting the criteria, four volunteered for
the programme, plus the one who had commenced MilRI&2 community. The five prison

volunteers opted for twice-weekly sessions, heldrison interview rooms.

Usually when an offender enrols in a rehabilitapvegramme, they are either well motivated to
address their offending behaviour, or they are undmpulsion by a court or prison
requirement. Sometimes there are incentives, asichf a programme is successfully
completed then their probation reporting will beeol®ss frequent, or for inmates it could result
in an earlier release from prison. In the cash®MARC research, ethical requirements
prohibited any form of compulsion. The only indees offered were an achievement
certificate, course folder and bible, to be presgénipon completion. While the two community
volunteers (Participants D & F) showed some mativato reduce their offending,
encouragement from their probation officer alsavss@ to help maintain attendance. Similarly,
most of the prison volunteers showed some desiagldoess their offending, but it was evident
that MARC was also seen as a way to add varietlyeio mundane prison schedule. This was
particularly so for Participant E, who appearetidwe minimal inclination to stop offending.
The fact that MARC could be completed in a shonitiframe, in the privacy of one-on-one
sessions and with flexibility in attendance tim@=emed to help make MARC attractive to
participants. Perhaps with the exception of Pigidiats C & G, there was no indication that
volunteers were attracted to MARC by its spirithasis. Some in fact showed a degree of
apprehension about this, and required reassuraatéhe programme would not attempt to

coerce them into changing their beliefs.
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Candidates were presented with an information shre@tconsent form by the researcher,
outlining procedures, content, philosophy and nesqnents of the programme. These forms had
been approved by the Massey University and Ministiiealth ethics committees. In signing
the consent form volunteers agreed to be parteo$thdy, to have conviction data viewed, and
to participate in follow-up assessments. Whilgoaliticipants had the option of withdrawing
from the course at any stage without penalty, sevéme eight volunteers who went beyond the

first session completed the programme.

The following brief profiles of the seven MARC paipants come largely from self-reported
information and the LES criminal and traffic hist@rintout. Their recorded age is at the time
of commencing MARC, and their risk rating represahe highest recorded RoC*Rol measure
in the months immediately prior to attending MARThe RoC*Rol rating system will be

explained in more detail under the list of measures

3.2.1 Participant A
Participant Ais a New Zealand European/Pakehal 2§ewith a high risk rating. An active

gang member, he remarked “we all grew up togethes my whole life.” Raised in a
dysfunctional family, with his father frequentlysemnt, at age 12 his parents permanently
separated. Three years later his father comnstiemde. Shoplifting began at age 8 — 10, and
first contact with the police was at age 12. Anjater he was no longer attending school. He
has never had stable employment. Since the afjé lbé amassed 45 convictions in the adult
court and received eight terms of imprisonments ¢ffending includes theft, burglary, driving
whilst disqualified, drug possession and manufactomale assaults female, breach of court
orders, interference with and taking of motor védsc In recent years he has been in prison
more than at large. There was no disclosure opaayious religious history. The first three
MARC sessions were attended prior to his arrestapdisonment. He later completed the

programme while on remand in Wanganui Prison.

3.2.2 Participant B
Participant B is a New Zealandabti, aged 26, with medium risk rating. He has gang

connections, but is not a gang member. Althouglphrents have remained together, he



35

reported a history of family strife and alcohol abuand noted that he was permitted to drink
alcohol and smoke cannabis within the home. Hertegd that he was expelled from school at
age 16 after “giving a guy a hiding,” and went “hag” from age 19 after accidentally killing
an elderly man with his vehicle. Despite substaimese and an unstable lifestyle, he has
managed to engage in periods of seasonal employmsenbushman. Offending began at age
14 with burglaries and selling drugs. Since the a@igl8 he has amassed 17 convictions in the
adult court for offences that include theft, burglalriving with excess breath alcohol (5),
driving whilst disqualified, drug possession ang@y. He has had no previous involvement
with the Christian faith. MARC was completed whale inmate at Wanganui prison. He was
released at the end of the course, having sendédfreanine month term for burglary, drink
driving and disqualified driving.

3.2.3 Participant C
Participant C is a New Zealandabti, aged 25, with a high risk rating. He recermjlyt his

gang membership after over 10 years of active wveroknt. He reported an abusive and violent
upbringing, mainly from his father. His parentpaeated when he was aged 7 and his mother
died two years later. At age 13 he left school jamted a gang after being “kicked out of

home” by his father. Graffiti and stealing begaouad this time. He has never had stable
employment. Since the age of 16 he has amasseddictions. These include theft, burglary,
common assault, breach of court orders, drivinggssdreath alcohol, male assaults female,
threatening to kill/do grievous bodily harm, escapcustody and wilful damage. Although he
commenced MARC with some understanding of Chridtiairefs, this had not been a significant
part of his upbringing. He completed MARC whileiamate at Wanganui Prison, serving a

five month sentence for breach of community wordé &ilure to answer bail.

3.2.4 Participant D
Participant D is a New Zealand European/Pakehal 2§ewho had a medium risk rating prior

to attending MARC. While he had the benefit oéasonably stable upbringing with supportive
parents, he commented that they were “pretty eagygj and he had “a lot of freedom.” He
remembers an upsetting time, at age 10, when hesfsawent through a “bad patch” with

frequent “yelling and arguments.” Performing pgat school, he got in trouble for smoking,
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drinking and truanting, and left at age 15. Hawtogimenced consuming beer and spirits at age
12, he was soon also using cannabis. On hisefirsbunter with the police at age 13, he was
castigated for driving a motorbike in town. Sirke age of 18 he has had nine convictions in
the adult court, including dangerous driving, diyywith excess breath alcohol (3) and
possession of cannabis oil. He has had no preumassement with the Christian faith. He
attended MARC soon after being released from prisaming served half of a five month term

for drink driving and cultivating cannabis.

3.2.5 Participant E
Participant E is a New Zealand European/Pakehd, 2@gears, with a high risk rating.

Experiencing abandonment by his parents from a g@ge, he grew up in a series of foster
homes. While having had no contact with his moshiece infancy, he has seen his father on a
few occasions, but remarked that they “don’t get ddommitting his first burglary at age 5,
with an older brother, “stealing stuff’ soon becaameentrenched habit and often resulted in
removal from foster homes. At age 14 he first eigmeed “lock-up,” and has since served six
terms of imprisonment. He is an active gang medred noted that almost all of his associates
are members of the gang. Generally he is unemg@]@med of no fixed abode, when not in jail.
His 42 convictions include dangerous driving, driywhile disqualified, wilful damage, breach
of court orders, possession of offensive weapamswfully taking motor vehicles, burglary,
wilful trespass, shoplifting and receiving. Higpious involvement with the Christian faith was
minimal. He attended MARC while serving half obiae year term of imprisonment for

disqualified driving, dangerous driving and breatkourt release conditions.

3.2.6 Participant F
Participant F is a New Zealand European/Pakehd, Bggears, with a medium risk rating, but

just marginally below the “high risk” cut-off pointGrowing up in an unstable home
environment, he experienced violence from his 8tepfather during early childhood and had
negligible contact with his “real dad.” For anrb®nth period around age 11, when he was
“playing up at school and not communicating,” heswant to live with friends of the family.
He remembers “moving a lot,” going to many differeohools and being frequently bullied

during his childhood. Another painful memory ig ttheath of his second stepfather, by suicide,
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when he was aged 16. He reported that he was yalimarouble” at school and has been
mainly unemployed since leaving. His first polamntact was for “running away from home,”
and at age 15 he was apprehended with a frienéKbrg into a car.” In just over the two years
prior to commencing MARC he accumulated 17 conerddiin the adult court and has served
two short terms of imprisonment. His offencesuide unlawfully taking a motor vehicle,
thefts, breach of court orders, dangerous driwimgprderly behaviour likely to cause violence,
cultivating cannabis, possession of utensils (fogd) and disqualified driving. He has had no
previous involvement with the Christian faith. MBRvas completed while on probationary

supervision for common assault.

3.2.7 Participant G
Participant G is a New Zealandabti, aged 19, with a high risk rating. Althougts hi

upbringing was fairly stable and supportive, heorgd being deeply affected by the death of
his father at age 13. Another upsetting memobeiag “kicked out of school” at age 16 due to
his poor attendance. He had performed well theipus year, and “felt hurt” that it was

“instant with no second chance.” At that time lael Ha passion” for skateboarding, but later
gained steady employment. At age 16 he had begxingiwith criminal friends and was soon
to appear in the Youth Court for unlawfully gettimjo a motor vehicle. While he has only five
convictions in the adult court, three are for aggtad robbery (with associates). It was evident
at the commencement of MARC that he had gained somerstanding of Christian beliefs
during his upbringing. MARC was completed in WamgjaPrison during a 12 month sentence

for the robbery offences, and was released aftemgehalf of this term.

3.3 Measures

The measures used in this research project anaeditbelow. Beginning with risk measures to
ensure the selection of medium to high risk offesdnese were followed by pre and post
intervention assessments of offending behavioumaadsures of criminal associations and
antisocial attitudes. A social desirability scades used to give an indication of whether
guestionnaires had been filled in appropriatelypenhaps had been influenced by a desire to
“look good” to the researcher. Risk was measusaagithe Department of Corrections
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computer-based Risk of Conviction/Risk of Impris@m(RoC*Rol), and the Youth Level of
Service/Case Management Inventory (YLS/CMI). Caotion history was obtained from the
police Law Enforcement System (LES), and additimf@nding could be disclosed by
participants on a self-report measure (MSMO). WMeasure of Criminal Attitudes and
Associates (MCAA), and the Social Problem Solvimgeintory for Offenders (SPSIO), probed
antisocial attitudes, associates and other fab#drdould contribute to on-going offending.
Finally, the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability 3@ CSDS) was used to check for
approval-seeking respondents who might be incltoadflate test results to present themselves

in an overly positive way.

Constraints on the availability of the participarasd a degree of reluctance in filling out
guestionnaires, meant that assessments were ateredi®n only three occasions. While some
participants showed deficiencies in written expisditeracy appeared to be of a sufficient
level to understand and complete the various assegdorms. Participant data was collected
from LES, MSMO, MCAA, SPSIO and MCSDS at the begwgof MARC, and at intervals 6
and 12 months post-intervention. Data from riskaares (RoC*Rol and YLS/CMI) was
collected only once to ensure that all participanés the criteria of being medium to high risk
offenders. As far as possible these assessmeuntdods were kept confidential and
anonymous. Names were not recorded, but an igiergihumber, known only to the
participant and researcher, was used to collateah®leted measures. In order to minimize
errors, the scoring and collating of data fromrteasurement instruments was checked by an

assistant researcher.

3.4 Measures of Risk

In keeping with the “risk principle” outlined in apter one, it was important in the selection
process of this study to be able to determineisikde@vel of potential participants. Under the
risk principle, offenders assessed as being aehigbk of reoffending and imprisonment should
be the focus of treatment resources (Andrews & 8a2@03; McLaren, 1992). Low risk
offenders are viewed as being better off withditik no intervention. While the short MARC

course could be viewed as “little intervention,tdaherefore appropriate for lower risk



39

offenders, such participants are likely to stodfing without intervention and therefore it
would be difficult to attribute any post-intervestiimprovement to the influence of the

programme.

3.4.1 Risk of ReConviction*Risk of Imprisonment (RoC*Rol)

To predict the likelihood of an offender committifugther serious offences, the RoC*Rol tool
is used. RoC*Rol is a computer-based measuretasedighout the Department of Corrections
within their Integrated Offender Management Sys(EpMS). The Department website
explains that the asterisk (*) means “multiplied byd thus the measure involves multiplying
an offender’s “Risk of ReConviction” with their “Bk of Imprisonment” (Corrections, 2006f, p.
1) Social and demographics variables, such asaggender, along with criminal history
variables (e.g. age when offending started, tinmdnmarcerated since £3irthday, seriousness
of offences and time between offences) are giverathematical weighting to predict overall
risk. Research has shown the RoC*Rol score todre mccurate than the predictions of trained
experts (Corrections, 2006c¢). Risk of re-convict@ong with risk of imprisonment is used in
combination to give a better prediction of the mesness of future offending. A score of 0.00 —
0.49 is considered low risk and indicates a 0 — 4iRétihood of future serious offending.
Medium risk offenders score in the range of 0.5064 (i.e. a 50 — 64% likelihood of serious
recidivism). Those most at risk of further serioffending are found in the high range of 0.65
—1.00 (i.e. 65 — 100% likelihood of serious regigiin) (Corrections, 2006f; Wilson, 2004).

The Corrections Department readily acknowledgesRio&£*Rol is limited to measuring static
variables and that other factors, such as probleraatommodation, employment or financial
circumstances, can contribute to increased riskkBa Riley, & O'Malley, 1999). The on-line
Community Probation Service (CPS) operations mams#iucts that in the case of offenders
with convictions for serious violence, child sexiab, domestic violence, and persistent driving
offences, low RoC*Rol scores may need to be “oidden” as these offence types are known

to have a high degree of recidivism (Correctior@)6t).
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3.4.2 Youth Level of Service/Case Management InventotySNCMI)

RoC*Rol’s reliance on static variables make itandardised instrument that is efficient to use
and free from time-consuming evaluations (Bakkeal £t1999). However, its inability to
measure dynamic risk factors, such as dysfunctifamailly circumstances, antisocial associates
and substance abuse, could result in it underetstigievel of risk for some offenders. As a
second risk measure in this research, the Depatfi€orrections provided the YLS/CMI.

This measure is based on dynamic risk factors asdben found to have a moderate
correlation (r = .55) with RoC*Rol (Wilson & Rollem, 2004). The use of this additional risk
measure is in keeping with Corrections Psychold@eavices recommendation that multiple
measures of risk be used “to reduce decision ernen treatment is being targeted at those in
greatest need” (Wilson & Rolleston, p. 3).

YLS/CMI originates from the Level of Supervisiornvéntory (LSI) developed by Donald
Andrews in the early 1980’s. In the mid 1990’stivas updated by Andrews and Bonta to the
Level of Service Inventory—Revised (LSI-R) (Andre&v8onta, 2003; Hodge & Andrews,
2002). While YLS/CMI is geared toward youth offemsl, Corrections Psychological Service
advised that it could still give an accurate int@aof risk for the older MARC participants.
This measure is firmly based on the risk, needrasdonsivity principles outlined in Chapter
One, and is derived from Andrews and Bonta’s (2088) Eight” factors that are predictive of
future criminal behaviour (p. 86).

An interview with the offender, and information fncother sources, is used to assess for
criminogenic needs in the areas of antisocialuattis, delinquent peer associations, history of
antisocial behaviour, dysfunctional family circuarstes, antisocial personality patterns,
substance abuse and problematic circumstancebatlsar work. The sum of scores from each
of these key areas in this 42-item assessment thieasverall risk level. A total score of 0 — 8
indicates a low risk of recidivism, 9 — 22 a modenask, and over 22 a high risk of future
offending (Hodge & Andrews, 2002). In this stutlg tsources of information were largely
restricted to the participant and their previouswction list. Additional information from other

sources may have uncovered more factors that ¢@wvd contributed to a higher overall score.
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However, keeping within what was authorised byEti@cs Committees, and having limited

access to official information, prevented a mompeehensive analysis.

3.5 Measures of Anti-social Attitudes/Associates and @ninogenic Thinking

3.5.1 Social Problem Solving Inventory for Offenders (8PS

Using a social problem solving model, Correctiosgghologist, Paul Whitehead, has developed
the SPSIO as a screening instrument for selectindidates for the Departments’ cognitive
skills (“Straight Thinking”) programme. Social fdem solving has to do with the behavioural
and cognitive strategies used to deal with everyitaplems. As deficits in this area have been
linked to offending behaviour, Straight Thinkingsmdeveloped as an intervention to improve
an offender’s ability to solve problems in a nomrgnal way. Whitehead (2000) describes
SPSIO as “a psychometric test that measures avidn@di’s criminogenic thinking around six
core psychological constructs” (p. 1) These castrare identified agmpulsivity, avoidance,
positive problem orientation, negative problem otaion, rational problem solvingnd
antisocial distortions and criminal companion§he first five are sub-constructs of the social
problem solving construct, developed through thekvad Maydeu-Olivares and D’Zurilla

(1995, 1996, cited inWhitehead, 2002). In orddvetier orientate the social problem solving
inventory for use with criminal offenders, Whitelddaas added the sixth construct, which he
describes as a measureaotisocial distortions and criminal companiong/hile this added
construct makes up almost a third of the quesi{@@f the 99) in the SPSIO assessment, only
two questions directly relate to criminal compasi@fMy friends break the law” and “My
friends don’t see that there is any real probleth wie breaking the law”). Criminal attitudes
and antisocial ways of thinking is clearly the feaf the sixth construct, and therefore in the

MARC research the title of this measure has bebneainted taantisocial attitudes

SPSIO is a 99-item Likert scale self-report inveptoln addition tcantisocial attitudesthe
SPSIO constructs that seemed most indicative ofiodgenic thinking werempulsivityand
negative problem orientationWhile antisocial attitudess used as a key indicator of improved
thinking in the results section, scoresifapulsivityandnegative problem orientatioare also
included. Whitehead (2000) descrilbepulsivitya way of problem solving that involves acting
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on impulse or emotion without considering the Isedtition to a problem (e.g. “if it feels good,
do it” and “l often act on the first idea that casie my head”). Negative problem orientation
describes a level of negative belief used in dgakith everyday problems (e.g. “problems get
me down” and “l never get a good deal in lifeAntisocial distortiongyive an indication of
antisocial attitudes and criminally orientated wayshinking (e.g. “rules are made to be

broken” and “no one pushes me around and gets waithyt”).

Testing within the Department of Corrections hasfieel the reliability and validity of the
SPSIO measure. It has been shown to reliablyidistate between groups of pro-social and
anti-social respondents across all six test argagal field trials used Correctional staff fdwe
pro-social group and offenders referred to Straidhibking for the antisocial group. From this
study, cut-off criterion scores were establishedefach of the six scales (Whitehead, 2000).
Later testing showed test-retest reliability acraigsscales as ranging from .@b$itive

problem orientatiohand .93 @ntisocial distortiony and 77% of SPSIO items had test-retest
reliability within their respective subscales obab .84. Both internal and external convergent
validity, as well as discriminant, criterion ana@davalidity of the SPSIO scales has also been
demonstrated (Whitehead, 2003).

In selecting offenders for the Straight Thinkinggnamme, the SPSIO measure used the
criterion score of each category as a thresholgsrzewhich a respondent showed evidence of
criminogenic thinking. A score equal to or devngtfrom the criterion score in a negative
direction indicated that the candidate has a dkificit on that particular social problem solving
construct. In order to visually present the MARGuUIts, skill deficits on each of the constructs
are represented by the amount of negative devi&tion the SPSIO thresholds. Beginning
from a position 20 points below the threshold, baphs are used to show whether the
participant has scored above the threshold (inidiggiroblematic or criminogenic thinking).
Due to theantisocial distortiongonstruct being the most relevant to this reseatrtias been

highlighted with a bolder colour on the bar-graphthe results section.
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3.5.2 Measures of Criminal Attitudes and Associates (MGAA

MCAA was developed by Jeremy Mills and Daryl Kronethe late 1990’s in response to the
weight of research making the connection betwe#s@aial attitudes and associates, with
antisocial behaviour. In a meta-analysis of a nema predictors of criminal behaviour, it was
found that antisocial attitudes/associates hadttiomgest correlation with criminal conduct
(Gendreau, Goggin, ChanteLoupe & Andrews, 1992dain Mills & Kroner, 2001). Mills and
Kroner noted that the inter-relationship betweetisanial attitudes and anti-social associates is
also well-supported in research literature. A nandf studies have found that where a person’s
attitudes are reinforced by the norms of their ggeup, the relationship between attitude and
behaviour is much stronger. This suggests thaa@mal attitudes are more likely to be
expressed in criminal actions when these attitadelsactions are the norm within the

participant’s circle of friends.

The MCAA scale is comprised of two parts. ParsAiself-report, quantifiable measure of
criminal associates, indicating the frequency ame tspent with criminal associates and their
level of criminality. Combining this informatiorrgduces the Criminal Friend Indey’ giving
each respondent a rating from 0 — 64 that is indieaf the level of their criminal associations.
Part B is a 46-item questionnaire where respondergw/er by agreeing or disagreeing with
each item. Itis designed to measure the four dwrafattitudes towards violence, attitudes
towards entitlement, antisocial inteatdattitudes towards associategpart from the
associates’ domain, with a maximum score of 10pther domains have a maximum score of
12 (indicating strength of antisocial attitude)pdsh examining the items on th#itudes
towards associatesomain it was evident that they were mainly fatttatements, relating to
actual involvement with criminal friends, ratheathattitudes per se. Items such ldetow
several people who have committed criraed “l have committed a crime with frientldp not
change over time, even when a participant is ngdoassociating with these criminal friends.
For these reasons this domain was not includeteiMMCAA measure of antisocial attitudes

presented in the result section.

The following descriptions of the three antiso@titude domains used in this study are taken

from the user manual. Thalence scalgives an indication of attitudes that are suppertf
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violence. It shows a willingness to use violenzeltain a desired goal. Tkatitlement scale
measures attitudes that focus on the right to wdiaever they want, based on the egocentric
belief that they are taking what they deserve. diftesocial Intent scaleneasures the potential
for future anti-social actions, by assessing peroep of what will guide future behaviour
(Mills & Kroner, 2001). The sum of these threelssayives the MCAA level of antisocial
attitudespresented on the bar-graphs in the results segtiarimum score 36). Also included
on these graphs is the level of involvement witmiral associaties, taken from the MCAA

criminal friend index.

Studies conducted with both Canadian offendersuamersity students demonstrated
acceptable reliability of the MCAA measure, as veasliconvergent, discriminant and criterion
validity. This, along with other research, suppdhte reliability and validity of this instrument
as a measure of antisocial attitudes (Mills & Kngia®01). Internal consistency, as measured
by pre- and post-co-efficient alpha results, ranigech a = .63 for the Entitlement subscale to a
= .89 on the total score for Part B. MCAA has disen found to perform well as a predictor of

recidivism (Mills, Kroner, & Hemmati, 2004).

3.6 Measures of Offending

3.6.1 Law Enforcement System (LES) — Criminal and Tra@ienviction History

Previously known as the “Wanganui Computer,” theSldatabase of criminal and traffic
convictions has been in operation for over 25 yeé#rprovides the Police, Corrections, and the
Courts with a record of everyone convicted in a Nl@@land court of a criminal or traffic
offence. The LES printout records the offence dat it occurred, the sentence date, the
sentencing court, the result, and some basic irddom about the offender (date of birth,

gender, ethnicity, occupation). One of the chaiémin doing research with offenders is their
high level of mobility. However, the LES recordpides a measure of criminal convictions
occurring before and after MARC, even when theipipdnt cannot subsequently be located.
While this printout gives an indication of frequgrand seriousness of offending, in some cases

it may represent only a small portion of total offeng.
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Finding a credible way to represent the level aharal offending across time proved to be a
difficult task, with little available by way of pcedent. To simply score number of offences
committed by an individual within a timeframe igaerthe wide variation of seriousness
inherent in different types of criminal action. Adigh-risk offender moves away from a
criminal lifestyle in response to an interventians likely that there will be some residual
offending of a less serious nature which would mapkbsitive outcome when number of

reconvictions is all that is measured.

After unsuccessfully attempting to find the souo€a British “Gravity of Offence Table”
(Appendix Q), or locate a New Zealand equivalentids decided (at the suggestion of
Corrections psychologist, Paul Whitehead) to dgvaeldNew Zealand table for use in this
research. Using the British model as a guide goaies of offences were given a gravity rating
of 1 — 20 based on considerations such as theiseotpenalty normally imposed, degree of
harm to victims, level of social disapproval foisttype of crime (Appendix R). While
determining the gravity score for each offencegarg involves a degree of subjectivity, these
scores were applied in a consistent manner ovarrtieand post-MARC measures of
offending. This should therefore give a reasonatligble indication as to whether the rate and

seriousness of offending has changed over time.

3.6.2 MARC Self-Report Measure of Offending (MSMO)

When efforts to find a suitable self-report measafreffending proved unsuccessful, a simple

tool was developed by the researcher for use iIM#BRBC project. A list of 26 of the most
common categories of offending was devised fronoffending history of the participants and
from experience of working in the Corrections fielthis measure asks participants to estimate
the frequency of their offending in any of the Zéegories over the previous six months (see
Appendix S). The accuracy of this measure dependke willingness of the participant to
make such disclosures. In order to allay fearstthis information could be used against them,
the anonymous and confidential nature of the dociwas emphasised. Generally it was
found that participants were willing to make thagbuself-disclosures and seemed to trust the

assurances of confidentiality.
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The MARC Gravity of Offence Table, used with the3 Hata, was also used to graph the rate
and severity of offending indicated by this measureorder to prevent excessive weighting
being given to certain repetitive and common typiesffences, such as drug involvement and
breaching court orders, a maximum score was asbigntnese categories for repeat offending
over a six month period (Appendix R).

3.7 Measure of Desirable Responding

3.7.1 The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (MCSDS
In measuring anti-social attitudes and associatesigh the SPSIO and the MCAA, the validity

of results is dependent upon respondents makingj@ered and honest responses to the items.
For many years, psychologists have recognisedstidt tests can be “influenced by factors
other than the manifest content of the items” (Grew& Marlowe, 1964, p. 3). It has been
found that personality tests are particularly vedire to distortion through socially desirable
responding. Put simply, this is the tendency oialividual to describe themselves in
favourable socially desirable terms to achieveaghygroval of others. As well as those prone to
“faking good,” some respondents may pride themselvéheir tough, anti-social image and
tend to embellish their negative responses, iakitig bad” (Crowne & Marlowe, p. 6)
Acquiescence is another source of error, with nedpnts indicating agreement with all items.
In order to encourage frank disclosure on the MARESstionnaires, participants were requested
to make honest responses with the assurance ghdehiel of confidentiality. No names were
recorded on test forms and a participant numbet fegecollating information was known only
to the participant and the researcher. Whilertiay have helped to minimise approval-seeking
errors, the Crowne Marlowe Social Desirability @c@MCSDS) was used as a check for

respondents who may tend to answer in a socialiyalde way.

Emerging from David Marlowe’s research into sogialésirable responding, the 33-item
MCSDS was developed in 1960. It is based on iteflscting a good-bad dimension and
likely to be untrue of most people, yet with minimpathological or abnormal implications. For
example, “I'm always willing to admit it when | mala mistake”, “I always try to practice what

| preach”, and “l never resent being asked to reaufavour” (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964, pp.
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23-24). Reliability testing of MCSDS during itsvddopment returned a satisfactory result, with
an internal consistency coefficient of .88 andsd-tetest correlation of .88. In order to check
for acquiescence errors, the scale uses reversegke®f the 33 items, 18 of the desirable
responses are keyed true and represent “good”dhdally sanctioned things to say about
oneself. The remaining 15 desirable responseseyed false, with approval-seeking
respondents expected to deny common undesirabtaatbastics. Out of a maximum of 33,

the mean score for a cross-section of the NorthrAgae population is around 15. By way of
comparison, 80 male Californian prisoners had amseare of 16.73, and 285 female job
applicants (told that scores would be considerdudring) had a mean score of 24.62 (Crowne
& Marlowe, pp. 211-212).

3.8 Progression of Treatment

The following is a brief outline of the MARC prognme. These sessions represent a
presentation of the Christian worldview in termdofv it can solve problems and transform a
damaged life. It is readily acknowledged thatmefiees to “right and wrong”, “good and evil”,
and “truth” are from a Christian perspective. Rgraints are free to accept or question this

point of view. Sessions follow the following seque.

3.8.1 Session One: Introduction — The Thorn Bush

The MARC sessions begins with presenting a proldelving model called “Tracing Surface
Problems to Root Causes” (Appendix A). Using aal@agy of a thorn bush, choices made by
ourselves and others are likened to sowing seeitieiground. Some seeds (choices) produce
thorn bushes. The most visible part of these uratde weeds is “surface problems” (bad
habits, behaviours, actions). After identifyingithown surface problems on a worksheet
(Appendix B), the participant ponders how effeciitvis to solve these problems by “pruning

off the thorns.” Going to the next layer of “suréacauses,” the participant is shown how
branches of the thorn bush represent emotions@gritons. Having identified some negative
thoughts and feelings on the worksheet, the ppaitdilooks at how these influence problematic
behaviour. While a change of thinking will tendcteange behaviour, the participant is asked to
consider whether chopping the thorn bush off augddevel will bring a lasting solution.
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Below ground level are three “root problems.” Tdase biblical constructs that feed negative
thoughts and emotions, and are seen as the hidkensdof unacceptable behaviour. Root
problems have come from the “seeds” of wrong mainaices. Showing participants how to
identify and resolve root problems and their cawsea spiritual level is the essence of the
MARC programme.

3.8.2 Session Two: The Root of Bitterness

The biblical construct of “a root of bitterness”gbrew 12:15) is explained in simple terms (e.g.
holding onto hurt and abuse of the past — stayirthe victim role — holding hatred for those
who have wronged me — wanting a payback — resenthglaring a grudge). Examples are
given of how bitterness can build up over time tigio painful experiences, disappointments
and abuse. As our lives fill up with bitternesppndix C — “The Barrel of Bitterness”), it
becomes a destructive force against ourselvesthietdso The participant is then given an
opportunity to identify some of the most hurtfuintgs that have happened to him. The process
of releasing bitterness through forgiveness isarpt. This includes concepts such as:
forgiveness is a choice not a feeling; the guiliytp may still need to face legal consequences
for their actions even after being forgiven; God gave special power called “grace” to enable
us to forgive, and God is able to heal our “brokeart” (Eph. 4:31-32, James 4:1,6, Luke 4:18).

3.8.3 Session Three: The Root of Moral Damage

This session looks at two types of law that gotkenuniverse. It begins with a discussion of
“physical laws,” or “laws of cause and effect” wekamples in the field of physics (e.g. gravity,
aerodynamics), chemistry and other sciences. Rr@hristian perspective, the world is also
governed by “moral laws,” or “laws of choices amhsequences.” Moral choices, like seeds,
can take time before the consequences (germindiezgme evident (Appendix G). The moral
law is summarised in the “Ten Commandments.” Tlaealiscussed, and then the Moral
Damage Checklist (Appendix H) is used to help tagigipant identify “bad seeds” they may

have been sown.
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3.8.4 Session Four: The Root of False Foundations

Using the analogy of our lives being like a builglithis session begins with a discussion of the
importance of “foundations.” The well-known bildigparable of the “wise man” (who built his
house upon the rock) and the “foolish man” (whdtthis house upon the sand) is reviewed
(Matt. 7:24-27). Further discussion centres arowhdt is a “firm foundation” and what it
means to build our lives on “shifting sand.” Thbligal tripartite model of man consisting of
“body, soul and spirit” (1 Thess. 5:23) is illuggd along with the understanding of our spirit
being the dwelling place or throne room of God (r.&:19, Eph. 3:16, 1 John 4:4). The “soul”
is also conceptualised as tripartite, comprisingahd, will and emotions” (Appendix D). The
“will,” where choices are made, was designed tait@er the direction of God through his rule
in our spirit. When God'’s rule is rejected, ouirigpal foundation is lost, our mind and
emotions then vie for control of the will and wecbme highly susceptible to invasion by evil
influences (Eph. 2:2) (Appendix E). Jesus canredgue us from spiritual death and give us a

solid foundation upon which to build our lives (Agix F).

3.8.5 Session Five: Moral Law and the Hopeless Pit

The following concepts are discussed: Law is néeédeovern human behaviour; Laws must
have sanctions (consequences) or they become nggredyadvice; The punishment must fit the
crime; The moral law (Ten Commandments) is conthinghe “ultimate law,” namely, love
God with all you heart, soul, mind and strengthd Erve your neighbour as yourself (Deut. 6:4-
5, Lev. 19:18, Matt. 22:37-40); The ultimate lawshbe upheld by an ultimate sanction,
namely “eternal death” (Ezek. 18:20, Rom. 6:23)nélWwe break the ultimate law we find
ourselves trapped in a pit of our own making, amdp@werless to save ourselves. A wall of sin
separates us from God. We can attempt to getfahedhopeless pit” by building “false
ladders” (Appendix I). Due to his love and merépd has a rescue plan (Appendix J). This
session ends with a brief introduction to the MARW/elve Steps to Freedom” model
(Appendix K).

3.8.6 Session Six: Step One — Getting Out of Denial

We attempt to excuse and avoid the consequenaas @frong-doing with cognitive distortions

such as “minimising, justifying and denial.” Thest step to get out of the hopeless pit is to
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stop this cover-up by taking responsibility for enoral violations (Prov. 28:13). The biblical
concept of the two roads, “the broad road” and fthaow road” (Matt. 7:13-14), is explained.
One of these roads may be easier and more populait,has a tragic destination. Repentance
involves a change of thinking, followed by a demisto go another way. It requires humility
and an acknowledgement of the seriousness of edigament. It starts with admitting that we

are in a trap of our own making and powerless e sairselves (Ps. 34:18) (Appendix L).

3.8.7 Session Seven: Step Two — Believing there is a Qiay

True stories and redemptive analogies are usdllistrate the difficult biblical concept of
“atonement.” Discussing these stories and assat@uestions helps bring understanding of the
central Christian theme of God’s redemption of madk What motivated John Giriffith to
sacrifice his only son, Greg, to save a trainlobgemple from certain death? How can a
person, guilty of serious law-breaking and undsemtence of death, be allowed to go free?
How did the heroic sacrifice of Bessie Smith endt@efiancé, Basil Underwood, to walk free
from Cromwell’'s court-ordered execution (Append)? FHow did the much greater sacrifice by
God'’s only son, Jesus Christ, brutally executath@hands of angry men, become sufficient
payment for my wrong-doing, enabling me to escdpmal judgement and walk free? Taking
Step Two involves deciding whether to believe tlidical account of this historic event (Rom.
10:16-17) (Appendix M).

3.8.8 Session Eight: Step Three — Preparing to ChoosksGday Out
This session is about ensuring the participantigieaderstands what is involved in choosing

“God’s way.” A shallow decision for God, withouhderstanding of what is involved, will
quickly be reneged on. How clearly does the pigditt understand and accept the following
biblical truths?

That he is trapped in his own “desolate pit” (Psdbr?). That he, along with the rest of
mankind, has “gone astray” and “turned, everyonéjs own way” (Isaiah 53:6). He is
now under God’s sentence of death (Rom. 3:23). I®eek him so much that a huge
price was paid to provide a “substitute sentenoettie penalty he deserves (Rom 5:8).
He can now choose to receive God’s rescue packabawwid being punished for sin
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and lost forever (John 1:9, 3:16). But while tikis. free gift, there is a cost involved.
The gift is not just about wiping the slate clelant it is about restoring the forgiven
person back to God. This involves giving up thmes if the past, and adopting a whole
new way of living. It requires surrender of thehtigmind, will and emotions) to the
transforming power of God, allowing God’s Spirittake up residence in the human
spirit (Rom. 12:1-2, 1 Cor. 6:19-20, Appendix F).

Step three provides a checklist for the particiggarttetermine whether they are ready to make
this crucial choice. It finishes with an optiopahyer where the participant can ask God to help

them go further (Appendix N).

3.8.9 Session Nine: Steps Four to Seven — Confess, Reap8urrender

Throughout the MARC sessions a horticultural anglisgised to show how problems are like

v

“weeds” that need to be removed by the roots. ¢Jdesus’ “parable of the soils” (Luke 8:4-
15), it is noted that removing rocks and weedhesfirst part of getting the soil ready for the
“seeds” of a new beginning. When a person ismgllio listen and carefully consider biblical
truth, then the “soil” is being turned over in pageation for spiritual transformation. However,

if the soil is not fully prepared, then the seedrm flourish. Steps four to seven explain what
is involved in making a genuine Christian committnefhe MARC course is likened to
receiving a toolbox. While participants may not lge ready to use the tools of regeneration
found in Christ, they leave the course with spaitequipment for the future. For those who are
sure they are ready, there is a prayer of repeatanihe “toolbox” that can be declared during

this penultimate session (Appendix O).

3.8.10 Session Ten: Step Eight to Twelve — Learning tdkMdth God

The MARC sessions concludes by revealing what Ganis believe to be the key to lasting

change. It covers the following biblical themes:

After the brutal execution of Jesus on a woodess;ran amazing miracle took place.
Three days later he was alive again and commungatith his followers. This was to

show the world that he was not just another religimartyr to be remembered and
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revered, but he truly was the “Son of God,” theagjfé Am,” “the Word” become flesh,
God incarnate (John 1:14, 8:58, 14:6). Not only ha made atonement for our sins to
wipe the slate clean, but he would now be thexegati with us into our future. As we
allow him to lift us out of the “miry bog,” the “delate pit” (Ps. 40:2), he begins the
transforming work of renewing of our minds (Rom2)2:Jesus is alive, we can talk
with him, know him and receive power from him teeliright and fulfil our destiny
(John 10:27, Acts 1:8, 2 Pet. 1:3).

In order to become established in our new life @.G:17), we must foster a
relationship with Jesus Christ through prayer,dielading, and fellowship with other
Christians. Learning to hear God'’s voice, and walthe power of the Holy Spirit, lifts
the Christian way of life from being merely a helpfeligious and cultural framework,
and transforms it into a daily adventure with tven God (Jer. 29:11, 1 Cor. 2:9).

The MARC participants are left with the challende@ompassionate God who is pursuing
them with love and truth, and who will continuedio so until the end (Luke 19:10, Rom.2:4, 1
Tim. 2:4). Itis now up to them to choose whatytgll do with what they have heard. While

on-going support is offered, it is their choiceeguest this.

3.9 Ethical Considerations

This research project was carried out in accordanitethe ethical guidelines of the New
Zealand Psychological Society Code of Ethic, 20Bthical approval was granted by the
Massey University Ethics Committee and the CemResdional Ethics Committee of the

Ministry of Health. Approval was also gained freine Department of Corrections to undertake
research with Corrections clientele. All particigmreceived an Information sheet (Appendix

T) and signed the consent form (Appendix U).

Issues that needed to be addressed before apprasagiven by the Central Regional Ethics

Committee included giving assurance that there evaot be any form of coercion in the
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recruitment process and that a spiritual mentahaoirch support group would be available to
participants after the programme. They recommetitigcthe follow-up period be extended
from six to 12 months. The Department of Correwicequested that a two-year follow-up
period be considered, but accepted that this mapepossible due to the time constraints of a
Masters Thesis. Assurance was required that MARGIdwonly be offered to offenders who
were ineligible for Corrections programmes and tfwdiinteers would be free to withdraw
participation without penalty. In order to enstlre robust analysis of risk in selecting
candidates, Corrections made available the RoC&RdIYLS-CMI measures.

Initial Corrections approval allowed for MARC voligers to come from the Community
Probation Service (CPS), but later approval wasreded to allow delivery to inmates within

the Public Prison Service (PPS). Although applecetor ethics approval began in March 2005,
CPS approval was not obtained until July and PB§ramme facilitator security requirements
were not completed until early November. Thesayeimeant that delivery of the MARC

programme to the seven volunteers was not completgldFebruary 2006.
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CHAPTER 4 RESULTS

4.1 Overview

It was proposed that the brief 10-hour MARC intexti@en would begin a process of spiritual
change that would be evidenced by cognitive anétehral change. Spiritual change within
the Christian worldview is seen as the processaaf @vakening the dormant spirit of an
unregenerate person (Eph. 2: 1-5; 3: 16-17; 4:82-@hile this change is hidden and cannot
be directly measured, it is evidenced by “fruitvealed in the thoughts and actions of the
person (Matt. 7: 16, 20; Gal. 5:22). The MARC msh has used measures of anti-social
attitudes and companions (SPSIO and MCAA), andhdifeg behaviour (LES and MSMO), as

visual markers of change.

Due to the single case A-B design favouring theafsasual inspection to reveal any marked or
“potent” intervention effects (Barlow & Hersen, 0. 291; Kazdin, 2003), the MARC results
have been presented in a visual form using bathgram order to visually represent the
offending measures (LES and MSMO), and the SPSI&saore, data was converted to a form
that could be presented graphically. The procéssmverting this data for visual presentation
was explained under each measure in the previageh The main purpose of these graphs is
to look for the amount of change occurring across tfrom the pre-MARC assessments at the
commencement of the programme to follow-up measiwas six and twelve months after
MARC.

The following graphs have been colour coded wieitkidentifying pre-MARC scores, red
identifying scores six months after MARC and yeltbemtifying scores 12 months after MARC.
Bolder colours are used to highlight “antisociatitudes” as the key indicators of cognitive
change on the SPSIO bar-graphs. Also, a bold litb@20-level highlights the SPSIO
threshold, indicating where criminogenic thinkinggins to be identified. Range and mean
score for the MARC sample is shown on both the@Ra8t MCAA graphs.
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4.2 Measure of Desirable Responding from Marlowe Crowné&ocial Desirability Scale
(MCSDS)

Two participants showed significantly elevated ssaon the post-MARC MCSDS measures,
and one had elevated scores both pre- and post-M&RfQre 3). This indication of possible
desirable responding errors is discussed on algasase basis along with the results that
follow. When presented with the MCSDS assessnieat MIARC it is possible that some
participants viewed it as relating to the six moptist-MARC period, rather than relating to life

in general. If this were the case, it would temeélevate their score.

30

25

20 ol

Mean score for US

Inmates (1673) | _ _ _ _ ___ — - <|: - £
15

Indication of Social Desirability Responding

Participant A Participant B Participant C Participant D Participant E Participant F Participant G
B Pre-MARC 13 17 17 8 8 9 22
B 6mths after MARC No Data 21 27 14 8 No Data 18
O 12mths after MARC No Data No Data 21 18 No Data 9 24

MARC Participants

Figure 3. Marlowe Crowne Social Desirability Scale (MCSDS)
(Maximum possible score is 33 — Mean score forrsates = 16.73, MARC mean = 15.87)
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4.3 Participant A

Post-intervention data on this person is incomplététhe six month follow-up they could not
be located, and at 12 months they were back impréd declined to participate. Re-
conviction data from LES was the only availabl®tinfation.

4.3.1 Brief Profile

New Zealand European/Pakeha, aged 25; active gantper; raised in a dysfunctional family;
began shoplifting at age 8 — 10; first contact it police was at age 12; has 45 convictions in
the adult court; received eight terms of imprisontneffending includes theft, burglary, driving
whilst disqualified, drug possession and manufagtomale assaults female, breach of court
orders, interference with and taking of motor vedscattended MARC prior to release from

prison in May 2006.

4.3.2 Risk Rating — High

RoC*Rol (at 07/11/05) gives a high risk score a3 (i.e., 73% likelihood of future serious
offending). This high risk rating is confirmed the YLS/CLI score of 26 (23-42 being the high
risk range).

4.3.3 Antisocial Attitudes and Criminal Companions (SPSIMCAA)
The pre-MARC SPSIO assessment showed little evalehany criminogenic thinking (Figure

4), with scores well below the mean for MARC papants on all three measures and only
negative problem orientatiobeing above the SPSIO threshold (indicating negahiinking in
relation to problem solving). However, the MCAAosted an elevated level of antisocial
attitudes (close to the mean for the MARC groupglso showed that Participant A has
frequent contact with a number of criminal compasi@rigure 5). In view of the re-
imprisonment of this offender and his unwillingnésgarticipate in a follow-up assessment, it

is unlikely that there has been any significanthgeain these areas.
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Figure 5. Participant A — Measures of Criminal Attitudes and Associates (MCAA)

4.3.4 Re-offending (LES & MSMO)
Both LES and MSMO give a similar level of offendipgor to attending MARC. Although

LES shows a small drop in seriousness/frequencyvictions 12 months after MARC, this is
not enough to suggest a marked intervention effégure 6). His reoffending involved theft

and unlawful taking of motor vehicles, resulting@imprisonment in November 2006.
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Figure 7. Participant A — Measure of Offending (from Self-Report data — MSMO)

4.3.5 Summary
Participant A has a deeply entrenched patterniofical offending spanning almost a decade.

While the flow of the MARC course was disruptedfiasther offending and remands in custody,
this person eventually completed the programme aw®ven-month period. There was also
some disruption in the administering of the pre-MARssessments. Of particular note is the
MCSDS measure, which was filled in five months retitee SPSIO and MCAA measures. At
that stage there was no evidence of desirable megpg, but the approval motive could have

been present at the beginning of MARC before Fpeit A’s re-imprisonment. The unusually



59

low score forantisocial attitude®n the SPSIO, well below the SPSIO threshold fobjematic

thinking, indicates that he may have been seekimgake a good impression at that time.

Participant A began MARC with the hope that he dauoid going back to prison and could
work toward gaining access to his children. Preéumeaattempts to reconcile with his estranged
partner led to a domestic assault and incarceratitnwas later cleared of this charge, but
within days of release from prison a gang fracdashpu back in custody facing another assault
charge. It was at his request that the MARC cowae eventually resumed months later within
the prison. While sometimes appearing unresporaideoverwhelmed with discouragement,
there were other times when he showed a strongestitan the course and a desire to break his
cycle of offending. Upon receiving his graduatgartificate he noted that this was the first
time he had completed a rehabilitative programéiéhough 6 and 12 month follow-up data
was largely unavailable, further convictions anamerisonment indicates that as yet there has

been little change in Participant A since attendd@RC.

While attending the MARC course it was evident tRatticipant A had issues of rejection,
abandonment and depression. Some prison sesgsido ba postponed on days when he was
feeling “too down” to attend. It is possible tiad sense of abandonment has been heightened
recently with his mother and other family membem/ing to Australia. Although his gang
involvement provides him with a sense of belongihig, also appears to be a major contributor
to his on-going criminal lifestyle. During MARC lexpressed a desire to break ties with the
gang, but as yet he has been unable to do so. rlidisaend of the course he commented that
he had found it helpful learning about releasirtteimess and embracing forgiveness. It is

hoped contact with him can be re-established atdatre date.
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4.4 Participant B

While Participant B completed the 6-month followagsessments, twelve month data is
incomplete due to the participant being unavailable

4.4.1 Brief Profile

New Zealand Mori, aged 26; gang connections, but not a gang raerfdmily history of
internal strife and alcohol abuse, but a degrestaifility; offending began at 14 with burglaries
and selling drugs; expelled from school at 16; hAasonvictions in the adult court for offences
that include theft, burglary, driving with excessé#th alcohol (5), driving whilst disqualified,

drug possession and supply; completed MARC prioekease from prison in December 2005.

4.4.2 Risk Rating — Medium
RoC*Rol (at 30/08/05) gives a medium risk scor® 6f12 (i.e., 61% likelihood of future
serious offending). This medium risk rating is fioned by the YLS/CLI score of 21 (note: this

is only one point below the high risk category).

4.4.3 Antisocial Attitudes and Criminal Companions (SPSIMCAA)
SPSIO assessment showed a high level of antisattiiaides that reduced slightly (by 4 points)

6 months after MARC (Figure 8). Greater improvetreaturred omegative problem
orientationandimpulsivitymeasures, indicating a more positive and considgpproach to
solving problems. MCAA also revealed elevated Iewed antisocial attitudes and criminal

associations, with some reduction on both at theo6th follow-up (Figure 9).
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4.4.4 Re-offending (LES & MSMO)

Through the self report MSMO measure, ParticipaatBnowledged that his pre-MARC level

of offending was much higher than what is indicaigcis convictions. Although LES

convictions show a two year gap in offending sewgars ago, the participant admitted that

undetected offending occurred during this periblis disclosure on the MSMO self report

measure showed frequent drink-driving, driving whdisqualified, dangerous driving and drug

use prior to attending MARC (Figure 10). Howevmth MSMO and LES show a marked

reduction in offending over the six month perioteaMARC and no convictions were recorded

on LES in the subsequent 6 — 12 month period (Eig0r& 11).
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4.45 Participant feedback

What are the main things you learned from the paogme?

“It is more clear to me to know how to go abouhtfs in keeping out of crime and choosing

your friends....My sister-in-law and wife are encayirg me to go God’s way but not ready

yet. 1 wasn’t brought up that way.”
In what ways has the programme helped you?

“Been avoiding crime since being released.”
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4.4.6 Summary
A medium risk offender, this participant appeareativated to bring his offending to an end.

While the elevated post-MARC MCSDS score couldaath the influence of desirable
responding, evidence of change was verified bypamner and the impartial LES measure.
SPSIO and MCAA showed only small improvements anl#vel of criminogenic thinking, anti-
social attitudes and associations, but the LESMBMO measures indicated a significant drop
in convictions and self-reported offending in thenths following MARC. Only one

conviction for disqualified driving marred the redaluring the first six months after release

from prison, however, it was not possible to get@h- 12 month MSMO self report measure.

Follow-up with this participant was more difficltie to being located six hours drive from the
researcher. While attempts to interview him far 2-month follow-up were unsuccessful,
contact with his partner and his mother revealatille was working long hours in steady
employment with his father. At that time some tensxisted between Participant B and his
partner, resulting in a temporary separation. &tpressed concern about his level of alcohol
consumption and possible cannabis use. More receact with the partner indicated that he
is back home, and that there had been an improvaméreir relationship.

4.5 Participant C

45.1 Brief Profile

A New Zealand Mori, aged 25; seeking to sever his long-term ganglvement; abusive and
violent upbringing; left school at 13 and joinedang; put out of home and soon became
involved in crime; 41 convictions since age 16unld theft, burglary, common assault, breach
of court orders, driving excess breath alcohol en@aisaults female, threatening to kill/do
grievous bodily harm, escaping custody and wilamége; completed MARC prior to release

from prison in January 2006.
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4.5.2 Risk Rating — High
RoC*Rol (at 11/11/05) gives a high risk score o138 (i.e., 74% likelihood of future serious
offending). This high risk rating is confirmed the YLS/CLI score of 29.

4.5.3 Antisocial Attitudes and Criminal Companions (SPSIMCAA)
Prior to MARC the keysPSIO indicator adintisocial attitudesvas well above the SPSIO

threshold, indicating strongly antisocial waystohking. As well as this measure showing a

significant reduction over the two post-MARC pesothe other two indicators of criminogenic
thinking showed improvement following the MARC intention (Figure 12). MCAA also
showed marked improvement in antisocial attitudesr@duced contact with criminal
companions, confirming his stated intention of @uog gang association (Figure 13).
However, elevated scores on the post-MARC MCSD$akdesirability measure could indicate
that Participant C’s positive responses were imiteel by a desire for social approval (Figure
3).
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Figure 12. Participant C — Social Problem Solving Inventoryfor Offenders (SPSIO) /
Measures of Criminogenic Thinking
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Figure 13. Participant C — Measures of Criminal Attitudes and Associates (MCAA)

45.4 Re-offending (LES & MSMO)
The self report MSMO measure shows that the pre-KA&vel of offending was significantly

higher than what was indicated by Participant SlLconvictions. Acknowledgement of
habitual drug use, domestic violence and regularcaompliance with probation requirements,
resulted in this high estimation of offending (Figu.5). While MSMO showed a marked
reduction in offending in both six month periodeeaMARC, this is not reflected in the LES
convictions (Figure 14 & 15). Participant C main& that his offences since MARC were a
consequence of his previous gang involvement. |aiened that he was forced to “take the rap”
on two minor theft charges, and was “in the wrotege at the wrong time” when arrested for
disorderly behaviour and fighting in public in segta gang-related incidences. His self

reported level of offending since MARC mainly relato his on-going cannabis habit.
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Figure 15. Participant C — Measure of Offending (from Self-Report data — MSMO)

455 Participant feedback

What are the main things you learned from the paogme?

“Respect, communication skill, how to be open,tirbéle and met a good friend (Jeff).”
In what ways has the programme helped you?
“Jeff helped me to be open. Learn right choicdgenand follow God’s way. I'm still learning

my bible. Good things take time.”
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4.5.6 Summary
Participant C’s high risk rating indicated that bffending behaviour was entrenched and would

be difficult to change. However, he appeared t&arasincere response to all aspects of the
MARC course and was the only participant who werydnd Step 3 on the MARC 12-step
progression (Appendix K). From the beginning of RI@ he expressed a desire to break from
his previous long-term gang involvement. Apariira few set-backs since release from prison,
he appears to be achieving this goal. At ourfasting he had established himself in regular
employment, had reconciled with his father and &@apted a more conventional appearance by

removing his dreadlocks. He had also resumed aegohtact with four of his six children.

Although MCSDS may cast some doubt on the attithdenge indicated by the SPSIO and
MCAA measures, Participant C’s probation officexveell as his partner, was able to confirm a
marked improvement in this area. Participant Cyleaso break his long-standing cannabis
addiction, but is seeking admission to a residédtiag rehabilitation programme for the
purpose of ending this habit. This was also camdil by his probation officer. It is noted that
he did not attempt to hide his drug offending a#RC on the MSMO self-report measure.
While he has made a break from his long-term gawuglvement, some residual offending has
occurred during the process of ending this assoniatHe informed that he intends to move to

another location, to distance himself from the gamge he has completed drug treatment.

4.6 Participant D

4.6.1 Brief Profile

A New Zealand European/Pakeha, aged 25; stablengpig with supportive parents, but
perhaps insufficient boundaries; performed poonky g trouble at school, left at age 15;
consuming beer, spirits and cannabis from ageiti2e 48 he has had nine convictions in the
adult court, including dangerous driving, drivinghlwexcess breath alcohol (3), possession of
cannabis oil and cultivating cannabis (large scalenpleted MARC in the community in
November 2005.
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4.6.2 Risk Rating — Medium
RoC*Rol (at 02/06/05) gives a medium risk scor@ 681 (i.e., 58% likelihood of future
serious offending). This medium risk rating is fioned by the YLS/CLI score of 18.

4.6.3 Antisocial Attitudes and Criminal Companions (SPSIMCAA)

Antisocial attitudesthe keySPSIO indicator of criminogenic thinking, showecharked

reduction that was sustained across the two ptstviention periods (Figure 16)mpulsivity
andnegative problem orientatiolevels showed continuous improvement, indicatimgoae
positive outlook and the ability to consider consatpes before acting. This was confirmed by
his comments at the 12-month follow-up (see 4.@l6w). The MCAA also showed a marked
reduction in antisocial attitudes and the levedsgociation with criminal companions (Figure
17).
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Figure 16. Participant D — Social Problem Solving Inventoryfor Offenders (SPSIO) /
Measures of Criminogenic Thinking
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Figure 17. Participant D— Measures of Criminal Attitudes andAssociates (MCAA)

4.6.4 Re-offending (LES & MSMO)
Participant D’sself-report MSMO measure showed that prior to MAROwas offending at a

much higher level than indicated by his LES conermd. He acknowledged a high level of drug
use (both cannabis and other drugs), cultivatiahraanufacture of illegal drugs, frequent drink
driving and dangerous driving, and some violensegeés (Figure 18). Although his LES
convictions show a three year gap in offendingatkemowledged that undetected drug and drink
driving offending occurred during this period. &nmattending MARC he has had no
convictions and his self-reported level of offergliras dropped to a minimal level (Figure 18 &
19)
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Figure 18. Participant D — Measure of Offending (from LES caviction data)
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Figure 19. Participant D — Measure of Offending (from Self-Report data — MSMO)

4.6.5 Participant feedback

What are the main things you learned from the paogne?

“To think about things more before | act — thatréhare more choices out there than the first
thing that comes into my head — that there are rpeople getting hurt by my action than just
me.”
In what ways has the programme helped you?

“To cut down on my drug problem and alcohol. h#habout things more than | use to.”

4.6.6 Summary
Prior to attending MARC thimedium-risk offender had a high level of undetecfdnding.

He also had frequent contact with criminal compasiand showed high levels of
antisocial/criminal attitudes. He attended MAR@#g#& short prison sentence for drug
offending. During the programme he appeared mtd/& change his attitudes and bring his
offending to an end. While there is evidence ofked intervention effects on all measures, it
is noted that this participant’s medium RoC*Rokrrating was the lowest of the MARC
sample, perhaps indicating that he was more amemalthange. He had the benefit of a stable

home environment and regular employment after selé@m prison.

At the 12-month follow-up Participant D had moved of his parents’ home and was living

with his partner in a recently purchased houserdperted that he had reduced his drug use to a
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minimal level and was enjoying a more responsitdg of life. This is reflected in his lack of
offending. While he showed little interest in fumbracing Christian beliefs, he
acknowledged that MARC had helped him to think mzaeefully about the consequences of

his actions and greatly reduce his use of alcohdldaugs.

4.7 Participant E

Twelve-month follow-up data was incomplete duéégparticipant being unavailable to

complete assessments.

4.7.1 Brief Profile

A New Zealand European/Pakeha, aged 20 years; abaddby his parents at a young age;
committed his first burglary at age 5 and firstaroerated at age 14; has since served six terms
of imprisonment; an active gang member; no fixedds) when not in jail; his 42 convictions
include dangerous driving, driving while disquadi wilful damage, breach of court orders,
possession of offensive weapons, unlawfully takimgor vehicles, burglary, wilful trespass,
shoplifting and receiving; attended MARC prior &aase from prison in late January 2006.

4.7.2 Risk Rating — High
RoC*Rol (at 19/02/06) gives a high risk score &I® (i.e., 82% likelihood of future serious
offending). This high risk rating is confirmed the YLS/CLI score of 25.

4.7.3 Antisocial Attitudes and Criminal Companions (SPSIMCAA)

Out of the seven MARC participants, ParticipanthBwed the highest levels of antisocial

attitudes on both the SPSIO and MCAA measures.stétige for criminal association was also
at the top of the range. While there was a sligitiction on the MCAA criminal associates’
measure, there was no evidence of any signifidamge in attitudes/criminogenic thinking
when assessed six months after attending MARC (Eig0 & 21).
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Figure 21. Participant E — Measures of Criminal Attitudes ard Associates (MCAA)

4.7.4 Re-offending (LES & MSMO)

Through the self-report MSMO measure, ParticipaatEnhowledged a very high level of

undetected offending. He admitted to a lifestylalmost daily offending involving selling

Criminal Attitudes & Associates Measures

drugs, damaging of property, disqualified and damge driving, disregard for court orders,

high levels of theft, fraud and dealing in stol@ods, along with some serious assaults,

burglaries and robberies (Figure 22). Since attenARC he has had no further convictions

and his self-reported offending had dropped torammal level (Figure 22 & 23).
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Figure 23. Participant E — Measure of Offending (from Self-Report data — MSMO)

4.7.5 Participant feedback
What are the main things you learned from the paogme?

“That there’s always another option to every ansveame up with. And everything | do
comes back to my thinking and the choices | mayengkod or bad.”
In what ways has the programme helped you?

“Same as above.”
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4.7.6 Summary
A high-risk offender and committed gang membetighout the MARC course Participant E

seemed unmotivated to make any changes to hisestblished criminal lifestyle. He
appeared to be attending the programme as a dimersim the monotony of prison life.
Toward the end of MARC an explanation was givethefbiblical concept of being on a “short
rope” and being accountable to God for “truth” iged (Prov. 17: 10-11, Luke 12:47-48). He
was cautioned that continued offending may leaglnift consequences. A few days after
release from prison, Participant E was involved gang vendetta that left him in hospital with
serious injuries. While he has since recoverenh fileese injuries, it appears that he has not

returned to his previous high level of offending.

Of the seven MARC participants, this person hadchighest RoC*Rol risk rating and highest
level of criminogenic thinking on the SPSIO and ME/easures. His entrenched criminal
lifestyle was also evident by the high pre-MARCresoon the LES and MSMO offending
measures. Living an itinerant existence, whiclolnes staying for short periods with extended
family, gang associates and friends, this partidipp@s nowhere that he calls home. With some
difficulty he was tracked down at the six-montHdal-up, and agreed to fill in the assessments
provided that he was taken out for lunch. At tRenionth follow-up he was more elusive. This
is apparently due to the fact that he is wantethbyPolice, who have decided to charge him
with offences that occurred at the time of his liadigation. If convicted of these offences, his
offending for the 12 months after MARC will stilelwell below previous levels. While this
participant shows a substantial reduction in offegan both the LES and MSMO measures, he
has yet to show improvement in antisocial attitud@$hat happens over the next twelve months

will indicate whether there have been lasting gioish his attendance on MARC.

4.8 Participant F

Post-intervention data on this person is incomplététhe six-month follow-up he could not be
contacted, but at 12 months he was serving a ghi@dn term which enabled a full assessment

to be carried out.
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4.8.1 Brief Profile

New Zealand European/Pakeha, aged 19 years; gréwarpunstable home environment, with
frequent moves and difficulties at school; expexeghviolence from his first stepfather during
early childhood; minimal contact with his biolodi¢ather; second stepfather committed suicide
when he was aged 16; mainly unemployed since lgaghool; has 17 convictions in the adult
court and has served two short terms of imprisorinegfences include unlawfully taking a
motor vehicle, thefts, breach of court orders, @mogs driving, disorderly behaviour likely to
cause violence, cultivating cannabis, possessiartenisils (for drugs) and disqualified driving;

completed MARC while under Corrections supervidmmcommon assault.

4.8.2 Risk Rating — Medium/High
RoC*Rol (at 09/06/05) gives a medium risk scor@ 6f36 (i.e., 64% likelihood of future
serious offending). This medium risk score ishattop end of this grouping and the YLS/CLI

score of 26 places him in the high-risk category.

4.8.3 Antisocial Attitudes and Criminal Companions (SPSIMCAA)
The high level of antisocial attitudexlicated on the SPSIO measusell above the SPSIO
threshold and near the top of the range, had revedeed when Participant F was assessed 12

months after MARC. However, the MCAA measure shiba®7% reduction in antisocial

attitudes and a 46% reduction in involvement wiilmtal associates (Figure 24 & 25).
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Figure 25. Participant F — Measures of Criminal Attitudes ard Associates (MCAA)

4.8.4 Re-offending (LES & MSMO)
The self report MSMO measure, showed that Partitipavas offending at a much higher level

than indicated by his LES convictions. In additiorregular use, cultivation, manufacture and
supply of cannabis, he acknowledged frequent digmdaand drink driving, and some
involvement with stolen property. Twelve montheaMARC a small reduction in offending
was recorded on both measures. While perhapslimgna downward trend in criminal
activity, this could not be seen as indicating aked intervention effect (Figure 26 & 27).
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Figure 26. Participant F — Measure of Offending (from LES cawiction data)
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Figure 27. Participant F — Measure of Offending (from Self-Rport data — MSMO)

4.8.5 Participant feedback

What are the main things you learned from the paogme?
“I learnt that people can change if they really wan’
In what ways has the programme helped you?

“It hasn’t changed or helped me a lot, only becduken’t really want it at the moment.”

4.8.6 Summary

A medium/high risk offender, Participant F compteteost of the MARC course prior to his
twentieth birthday and was second youngest ofélvers participants. His offending for the
three years prior to MARC had been at a high lewel had given him a poor reputation in his
small rural community. Although owning his own Iseuand receiving support from his
mother, his evident immaturity perhaps hinderedégsliness to fully respond to MARC. It
appeared that MARC was chosen as a convenientpptith few other programme choices

available in his rural area.

During the MARC course Participant F was reasonaddlgble in attendance and participated
well in the programme. However, he made it clsath@ course progressed that he was not
ready to make major changes. Although he had meiqusly had any direct exposure to

Christian teaching, he reported that since MARG&=taken an interest in reading the bible.
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This was confirmed by his mother. At the 12-morgbst-MARC assessment it was evident
that he was contemplating change, but was stillewdy to action what he had learned. While
the MCAA measure showed a marked reduction in vamlent with criminal associates, and
some attitude change, his reoffending and re-iroprigent indicates that there have been only
minor gains since attending MARC.

4.9 Participant G

4.9.1 Brief Profile

A New Zealand Mori, aged 19; upbringing appears to have been nea$pstable and
supportive; lost his father at age 13; began mixuity criminal friends and had his first court
appearance at age 16; while only five convictionthe adult court, three are for aggravated

robbery (with associates); completed MARC priohi®release from prison in February 2006.

4.9.2 Risk Rating — High/Medium
RoC*Rol (at 11/11/05) gives a high risk score @48 (i.e., 68% likelihood of future serious
offending). The YLS/CLI gives medium risk scoreld.

4.9.3 Antisocial Attitudes and Criminal Companions (SPSIGICAA)

Above average pre and post-MARC scores on the MC&iatal approval measure (Figure 3)

indicate that the SPSIO and MCAA attitude and anmhassociates measures may have been
influenced by the motive of desirable respondi@@mments made by Participant G during the
pre-MARC assessments particularly showed a desicetnmunicate that he was really a “good
person” who did not belong in prison. At the siomth follow-up he was back in prison
awaiting sentence for a domestic assault. It wadeat that he was feeling angry and
frustrated. This is reflected in the elevated ssan the SPSIO and the MC/A#tisocial
attitudesmeasures (Figure 28 & 29). These elevated sshi@sed some moderation at the 12-

month follow-up. However, his criminogenic thingimdicated by thempulsivityandnegative
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problem orientatiormeasures did not show improvement. The biggestigdindicated on the

MCAA measure is Participant G’s apparent move afs@y criminal companions (Figure 29).
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Figure 29. Participant G — Measures of Criminal Attitudes ard Associates (MCAA)

4.9.4 Re-offending (LES & MSMO)
Participants G’s serious offending, resulting ia prison sentence, occurred over a year prior to

incarceration. A few months after release fronsqmi Participant G found his partner “in bed
with another man.” His angry response to thisltedun him being charged with two counts of

common assault and one of resisting police. Tivsggan elevated post-MARC score on both
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the LES and MSMO measures. Since this domestidentthere has been no indication of any
further offending in the following six months (Figu30 & 31).
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Figure 30. Participant G — Measure of Offending (from LES cawviction data)
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Figure 31. Participant G — Measure of Offending (from Self-Report data — MSMO)

4.9.5 Participant feedback
What are the main things you learned from the paogme?

“How to control my thoughts and feelings. Not maime again. Don't put others before
yourself. Things about the bible, Jesus and tharé¥e things | wouldn’t of known if it wasn’t
for Jeff. How to maintain a good from the bad. WWiot to hold too much bitterness inside
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me.
In what ways has the programme helped you?

“Many ways | can tell you. It's got me reading thible on a day to day basis, and how to
control my anger. It has showed me the abilitgabdo wrong, but to do good for myself and
others.”

4.9.6 Summary
Participant G had the benefit of a supportive fgnblut began associating with undesirable

associates after his father died. Prior to hisivement in three aggravated robbery offences in
January 2004, he had one minor conviction in thetN&ourt. It took 18 months for the
robbery offences to go to trial and Participant &wentenced to 12 months imprisonment in
August 2005. Excess breath alcohol and failingite name and address on demand were his
only offences in the 12 months prior to imprisontneddARC was undertaken in November /

December 2005 and he was released from prisondriFbruary 2006.

Participant G is the youngest of the MARC partiaigzaand his frequency of offending is at a
low level. However, it was the seriousness ofdffisnding at a young age that has placed him
in the “high risk” category. While conducting the2-MARC assessments, he maintained that
he did not deserve to be in prison because he \wgstander rather than an active participant in
the robbery offences. He scored highly on the ME&SIBsirable responding measure,
indicating that his low pre-MARC antisocial attizidcore may have been influenced by a
motive to “look good” (Figure 3) However, it is ted that his MCSDS score was also high at

the 12-month follow-up.

While Participant G was in prison for aggravateldory, his partner gave birth to their child.
Upon release from prison their relationship propeablematic and ended in a violent domestic
incident just over four months later. The resgjtamort term of imprisonment, along with
Participant G’s anger and distress over his pagmmfaithfulness, had the effect of elevating
offending and anti-social attitude measures aMARC six months follow-up. Although
improvement was apparent at the 12-month followth@ only evidence of any marked
intervention effect is the indication that Partanp G has ceased involvement with criminal
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friends (Figure 29) and has not offended in thel@ month period after MARC (Figure 31).

His move away from criminal companions is seengifecant given the trouble these
associations have led him into in the past. Wihidsse results may have been influenced by the
social approval motive, his mother confirmed thaisinow settled back at home and that
positive change has been evident.

4.10Summary of MARC Research Results across Participast

The following graphs take the MARC results and grthen across the seven participants for
each of the attitudinal and behavioural measufgmin the purpose of this is to aid visual
inspection and to highlight any evidence of a mdrk¢ervention effect. The focus is on the
amount of change occurring across time, from tleeNDARC assessments to follow-up
measures done six and twelve months after MARC eM/kthere has been an improvement of
over 40% from the pre-MARC level, the participangsults are highlighted by bolder colours
and a border around scores on the bar-graphs.isTimt&nded to visually represent how many

participants recorded evidence of a marked intdrvereffect on that particular measure.

4.10.1 Antisocial Attitudes

An important difference between the SPSIO and tigAM measure of antisocial attitudes is

that SPSIO uses a Likert scale that allows sixad®for each statement from “strongly agree
to “strongly disagree.” The MCAA measure, howewsly allows the choice of “agree” or
“disagree.” Thus if a respondent only slightlyegs with an antisocial statement on the MCAA
and circled “agree”, then they would still score #ame as if they strongly agreed with the
statement. This would tend to give them a higheresfor antisocial attitudes. On the other
hand, a person who slightly agreed with a statemmayt circle “disagree” because they do not
totally agree with the statement. Despite the=défiices between the two measures there is a
fairly close correlation between them. Of the serespondents, both measures show
Participants C and D as being the only ones reggrdimarked improvement in attitude
following the MARC intervention (Figure 32 & 33).
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4.10.2 Criminal Association

From an estimate of the degree of criminality aatcpntage of free time spent with the
respondent’s four main friends, the MCAA produceseasure called treriminal friend index
This gives an indication of the degree of involvatt@e respondent has with criminal
associates. Four of the MARC participants showaged reduction in criminal association on
this MCAA measure (Figure 34).
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4.10.3 Offending

Using a scoring system based on the MARC Gravi@fiénce Scale (Appendix R) for both the
LES and MSMO measures, a much higher level of dlifegnwas recorded on the pre-MARC
MSMO self report measure for most of the partictgarhe very high levels of pre-MARC
self-reported offending is even more significarviegi that it was for a six month period,
compared to 12 months for the LES convictions mesasRarticipant B, D and E all recorded a
marked drop in offending on the LES measure, withnd E showing zero convictions (Figure
35). On the MSMO measure, Participants B, C, DEmdcorded a large drop in offending in
the six month period after MARC. Atthe 12-montfidw-up Participant C showed that he had
maintained this much lower level of offending arattRipant D had reduced his offending even
further. Unfortunately, data for Participant B @&dould not be obtained. Participant G’s self-
reported offending went up in the six months aft&RC, but then reduced to zero in the

second six month period (Figure 36).



60

85

50

40

30

20

Level of Offending (LES)

10 1

o 4

Participant B

Participant D

Participant E

= 2 yrs before
= 1 yr before
01 yr after

14
34
9o

o
24
(o]

43
a7
o]

MARC Participants

Figure 35. Group Level of Offending from LES Convictions

1200

1000 -

800 -

600 -

400 -

Level of Offendi ng(MSNMO)

200 -

o

Participant A

Participant B

Participant C Participant D

Participant E

Participant F

Participant G

B 6 mths before
B 6 mths after

O 12 mths after

20
No Data
No Data

561
°
No Dato

100
30
33

423
30
S

1105

538
487
427

5
15
o]

MARC Participants

Figure 36. Group Level of Offending from the MSMO Self-Repot Measure

4.10.4 The Big Picture

The table below provides a summary of the abowdtsesoting age and risk rating of the

participant, and highlighting where there is evicenf a marked intervention effect (i.e. over

40% reduction in antisocial attitudes, criminalagsation, or offending). The shaded boxes

with a “YES” identify where there is evidence afmarked improvement on that particular

measure. The percentage of improvement is alsvded in the box. These percentages are
calculated by the difference between the pre- arst-IARC levels, divided by the pre-MARC
level. In cases where there has been some impeneivut not enough to be regarded as

significant, the box contains a “NO”, but the per@ge of improvement is recorded.
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From this table it can be seen that five of theegguarticipants recorded a marked post-intervention

reduction in offending, four were noticeably lesgdlved with criminal associates and two showed a

substantial move away from anti-social attitudes(€ 2).

Age Risk Rating Indication of a Marked Intervention Eff ect
" (Percent reduction in antisocial attitudes / crimhimssociations / offending)
=
g RoC*Rol /| Description SPSIO MCAA LES MSMO
2 YLS/CLI - . i . .
G Antisocial | Antisocial | Criminal Offending: | Offending: Self-
(ol Attitudes Attitudes | Associates | Convictions Report
(12 months
(percent reduction 6 / 12 months afte after MARC) 6 mths | 12 mths
MARC)
A 25 1 0.73/ 26 High Insufficient Data NO Insufficient Data
(24%)
B 26 1 0.61/21 Medium NO NO NO YES YES | NoData
(10%) (21%) (14%) (73%) (98%)
C 2510.74129 High YES YES YES NO YES | YES
(90 /78%) | (67 /43%)| (53/68%) (70%) | (67%)
D 251 0.58/18 Medium YES YES YES YES YES | YES
(731/64%) | (41/52%)| (67 /78%) (100%) (92%) | (98%)
E 201 0.82/29 High NO NO NO YES YES | NoData
(10%) (100%) | (99%)
F 20 |1 0.64 /26 Medium/ NO NO YES NO NO NO
High @7%) | (46%) (24%) | (9%) | (21%)
G 19 | 0.68/15 High/ NO NO YES NO NO YES
Medium (50 / 100%) (100%)

Table 2. Summary of Results for MARC Participants — ShowiRisk Rating and Indication of

Significant Intervention Effect
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CHAPTER 5 DISCUSSION

5.1 Summary of the Findings

Results from this study provide some evidence stjgpthe effectiveness of the brief MARC
intervention. Of the seven medium/high risk MAR&tipants, five showed a marked
reduction in offending on the MSMO self-report me@sand three on the LES conviction
measure. Four recorded a large drop in contabtevitninal companions, and two had
markedly ameliorated their antisocial attitudesh(€&). Five participants were able to describe
ways they had been helped by the programme duasgiARC assessments. These results
are consistent with previous less formal MARC redeahowing 57 MARC graduates
significantly reduced their average number of LBSwctions over the three year following the

intervention (Figure 1) (Lees, 2002).

While insufficient data hindered the evaluatiorPafticipant A, his further LES convictions and
choice to decline involvement in the follow-up pegs indicated that improvement in criminal
attitudes or behaviour was unlikely. Participamtds the only other member of the seven who
showed no evidence of a marked reduction in redffep However, measures indicated that
his offending had dropped by just over 20% andrhislvement with criminal associates had
reduced considerably. He acknowledged that hddeaded from MARC that “people can
change if they really want to”, but he had not dehbecause “l don’t really want it at the

moment.”

While the simple A-B design of the MARC researchkesait more difficult to establish any
causal link between the intervention and subseduemavioural change, the selection of
recidivist offenders with medium/high risk ratinggkes it less likely that these participants
have changed by non-intervention causes. Suchdsfs are known to be hard to rehabilitate,
resistant to change and requiring lengthy intemeast Although far from being conclusive,
any evidence of a marked reduction in the crimipalf persistent offenders, using the brief
spiritually-based MARC intervention, would also popt the hypothesis that spiritual change
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facilitates cognitive and behavioural change.ufigests that there is something about MARC
that expedited a reduction in offending. If MARG@spurely exerting influence on a cognitive
level, then criminal research indicates that irdations of 100 hours or more are usually
required (McLaren, 1996; Zampese, 1997). It ieddhat only two out of seven participants
recorded significant change in the cognitive area éntisocial attitudes) (Table 2), which
further suggest that the drop in offending of thteeo three participants was initiated by other
factors. The process of spiritual change and hamay influence behaviour is discussed in the

next section.

5.2 The Process of Spiritual Change

With only one of the seven MARC patrticipants makanGhristian commitment (Participant C),
it raises the question of how MARC could bring #gpal change to others still contemplating
whether to embrace a Christian solution to thesbfgms. Although the concept of “spiritual
change” may be difficult to define and quantifyt this project it was explained in terms of
seven spiritual change factors, namely, the authofithe bible, prayer support, the fear of
God, redemptive grace, agapé love, revelationuttitand the awakening of the conscience (see
Chapter 2). These were seen as being active pmitaal level prior to Christian conversion,
and capable of producing spiritual and behaviociahge long before a person becomes
reconciled with God. This change process is ewddnn biblical parables such as the Prodigal
Son, who “came to his senses” in a pig pen pridreiginning the journey home to be reconciled
with his father (Luke 15: 11-31). As the journdyspiritual change begins for an offender, it is
postulated that he is likely to gain a greater s@isonscience and accountability to God,

which in turn will have a moderating influence as ariminal behaviour.

Although the mechanisms and measurement of sdichange go beyond the scope of this
research project, a helpful conceptualization efgpiritual change process is given in a journal
article by Bill Buker (2003). Drawing upon systetheory, especially the writings of Gregory
Bateson, Buker presents the concepts of firstored¢ and third-order change as a framework
for understanding spiritual development. Whilsthorder change involves using

“‘commonsense” and “willpower” to change behavi@@cond- and third-order change involves
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a shift in epistemology that reflects a new waypeiceiving (p. 144). This epistemological
change involves a transformation in the way a peesgeriences the world. Second-order
change is often triggered by a person “hitting dott and admitting “powerlessness” to change,
leading to the adoption of new ways of thinking aeting (p. 146). Paradoxically this position
of perceived weakness is a position of strengtenom the person to the dynamic of spiritual
change. Going beyond this epistemological shiftdtorder change involves a process of
releasing “inward defiance”, experiencing “brokessieand taking steps of “genuine surrender”
(p. 147). Rather than resulting in passivity, ti@lnquishing of the will to the rule of God
empowers the spirit and energises the soul to thmtkact in radically different ways (Appendix
F).

This conceptualisation fits well with the MARC appch to spiritual development. Through
the “thorn bush” and “hopeless pit” analogies (Apgie A & 1), the participant is encouraged to
move from first- to second-order change. Somethioge than self-effort and willpower is
needed to resolve root problems and get out dfitipeless pit. Using the MARC 12 Steps to
Freedom (Appendix K), second-order change canpédee on Steps one to three (Appendix L
— N), which involve admitting powerlessness to @eand adopting new ways of thinking.
Most offenders attending MARC are new to the gpalichange process and only progress to
this second level. To go to the third level, inimod) brokenness and surrender, is something
that cannot be rushed. Sometimes a person wyllatteevel two for months, or years, before
finally being willing to fully surrender to God.ighificant for the MARC research is the notion
that second-order change is the beginning of sirdevelopment and involves both an
epistemological shift and behaviour change. Thaslal explain how MARC reduces

reoffending, even when most participants do nathréhird-order change.

5.3 Limitations of the Present Study

It is readily acknowledged that there was limitédity to control important variables in this
research, with the conditions of a true experinegry approximated (Kazdin, 2003). This
guasi-experimental A-B single case design meartshkastudy perhaps raises more questions
than it answers. While there is evidence of aadation between treatment and change, it was
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not possible to isolate effects of the interventioestablish a clear cause and effect
relationship. It is recognised that there areralmer of threats to internal and construct validity
which could give a plausible alternative interptietafor the research results. Extraneous
factors such as selection bias, environmentaleénftes, maturation, limitations of the measures
and the therapeutic relationship, could be put &vdras an explanation for the positive

outcomes. These limitations, along with threatsxternal validity, are explored below.

5.3.1 Selection Bias

If the selection of MARC participants attractedemifiers with characteristics predisposing them
to change, independent of the intervention, théecten bias would be a factor influencing the
results. In view of MARC being a voluntary progra and with most participants
successfully completing its requirements, this dantlicate that the research sample had a
higher level of motivation to change than the gaheffender population. As already noted, the
selection process for MARC involved ensuring thigparticipants had a medium/high-risk
rating. The RoC*Rol instrument, the primary riskasure used, gives a computer-generated
rating based on static factors that are free frobjextive interpretation. The average RoC*Rol
score for MARC participants was 0.69, indicatingSds likelihood of further serious offending.
The medium/high risk RoC*Rol scores were suppooiethe more subjective YLS-CLI scores,
the participants’ social history and their highfseported level of offending. This means that
MARC participants were drawn from a group thatased as being difficult to rehabilitate and
resistant to change (Corrections, 2001). Suchnd#es are less likely to be changed by non-
intervention causes. When working with particiganho are engaged in a criminal lifestyle,
with entrenched habits of offending behaviour, etrerse motivated to change are unlikely to
do so through self-effort or influences in theirrsunding environment. In addition to risk
rating, candidates for MARC were selected on thesbhaf geographic location, age and length
of prison sentence. Out of 11 suitable candidatesented with the programme, only three
declined to attend. While selection bias may Haaen a factor influencing results, with more
motivated offenders being attracted to MARC, oroits it is unlikely to account for the

positive results.
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5.3.2 Maturation

Another possible confounding variable is the mdtaneof participants. Four of the seven
MARC participants were aged 25 — 26 years of agktlae other three were aged 19 — 20. It
could be suggested that some of the MARC parti¢gpaere about to “grow out” of their
offending at the time of attending MARC, and thedit drop in offending was part of a normal
maturation process. Research plotting crime s fanction of age has found it to peak
around age 20, and then gradually diminish (André&Bonta, 2003). However, two types of
offender have been identified: 1) the “adolesdenited” which accounts for the majority of
young offenders who stop offending by early adwthcand; 2) the “persister” or “life-course”
describing chronic offenders, with an early ondetrdgisocial behaviour and offending that
continues into adulthood, often with increasingaeness (Andrews & Bonta, pp. 179-180).
With the possible exception of Participant G, thARC participants all showed these hallmarks
of persistent offenders. Nevertheless, it is nttatl moderate-risk adolescent offenders may
stop offending earlier if given treatment to reméay “damaging effects of their adolescent
behaviour” (Zampese, 1997, p. 16). While the naitan factor cannot be ruled out, it is
unlikely to account for the change in all five bétparticipants who showed a reduction in

reoffending.

5.3.3 History
Perhaps the most significant threat to internablitglin this research is what Kazdin (2003)

refers to as “history”, meaning any influence oa tiifender other than the intervention that
could account for the results. With five of the R@& participants being prison inmates and a
sixth having been recently released, the dropfenaoling could be attributed to the prison
experience. However, it is well recognised inrnn&tional research that imprisonment on its
own does not reduce reoffending, and for youngnaolées the prison experience has been found
to greatly increase their risk of re-conviction ardmprisonment (Corrections, 2001). New
Zealand Corrections has embraced the findings oféws and Bonta (2003), Kaye McLaren
(1992) and others that show that “sound, reseaashd rehabilitation programmes” are needed
to reduce reoffending (Corrections, 2001, p. v)itivthe exception of Participants D and G, all
the MARC volunteers had served multiple terms gfrisonment with continued reoffending.
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Although the prison experience is unlikely to reglodfending, it is acknowledged that
Participant E’s experience of being seriously ieguwhile committing a crime seven days after
his prison release, requiring several months toveg is likely to have contributed to his
substantial drop in offending. Nevertheless, ttaamatic experience could be seen as
reinforcing the MARC message that his choices malle consequences and he will reap what
he sows (Gal. 6:7).

Attendance on a short Corrections programme aftéRM could well have assisted with the
positive results of Participant C. An ex-gang membith one of the highest risk ratings, this
participant finished MARC expressing a desire teksirther assistance in the change process.
Although not ready for church attendance, he shawetivation to address his drug
dependency by applying for the Salvation Army Baggogramme. While still awaiting
admission to The Bridge, Participant C successtidiyipleted Corrections’ Structured
Individual Programme (SIP) after release from priséVhen interviewed 12 months after
attending MARC, he indicated that SIP had builtugee change that had occurred during
MARC.

5.3.4 Therapeutic Relationship, Experimenter ExpectananesDesirable Responding

An important consideration in identifying the limttons of the MARC research is the
possibility that the one-on-one contact of the MARE€Ilitator, and/or his expectations of how
participants will respond, could produce the pesithutcomes independent of the programme
content and its spiritual basis (Lambert, 2004 hil/the research methodology cannot rule out
this possibility, again the brief nature of theeiention and the entrenched patterns of
behaviour of the MARC participants indicate thas ik an unlikely explanation. If this were

the case then other short interventions should wqdally as well. It is more likely that
facilitator expectations, coupled with the socigpeoval seeking motive of some participant,
could influence them to fill in measurements ingteuts inaccurately in order to put themselves
in a more favourable light. By using the Marlowe®ne Social Desirability Scale (MCSDS)
an indication was obtained of whether this had l@e@@ctor (Figure 3). While three participants

were possibly influenced by the approval motiveriifipants B, C and G), the impartial LES



93

conviction data and/or comments from family andoaiton officers was used to verify their

positive outcomes.

5.3.5 Measurement Limitations

In addition to possible errors from desirable respiog, the measurement instruments had other
limitations. In the Corrections field the mostisat measure of programme effectiveness is
reduced reoffending. However, both measures ohdffey in this research have limitations.
While convictions on the LES database are the mamsimon measure in Corrections’ research,
it only records offending that has been detecteBdlice and has resulted in a successful
prosecution. Conviction history of some MARC papants showed periods where offending
appeared to stop, but during assessment partisipamtitted that undetected offending
occurred during these periods. The MARC Self Replerasure of Offending (MSMO) gave
offenders the opportunity to disclose their acteaé| of offending, but the weakness of this
measure is its reliance on the honesty of offenfiderss accuracy. Participants were assured of
the confidential nature of this disclosure and naasinowledged a much higher rate of pre-
MARC offending than was evident on their LES cotieic list. Using LES and MSMO

together gives an opportunity to more accuratglyasent pre- and post-intervention levels of
offending. Going a step further, the MARC resealso used a Gravity of Offence Scale
(Appendix R) to include seriousness of offendinghi@ estimation of pre- and post-MARC
levels of offending.

5.3.6 Threats to External Validity

As already noted in the Method section, a majoitéition of the single-case design is the

generality of findings. Will the results of oneseabe relevant to another? Replication studies
with similar results are needed to give strengtth&findings. In the MARC research the single
case study experiment has been replicated seves,tinith five of the seven participants
showing evidence of significant behaviour changdyction in reoffending). Barlow and
Herson (1984) contend that replicated single-cag#ies, where similar results are obtained
with similar clients, can be a more effective wayletermining treatment efficacy than the
experimental group and no-treatment control groegigh. By examining the individual

characteristics of each participant it may be gxeso determine which type of participant
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responds best to the intervention. Group stu@ied to ignore individual differences, and the
statistical analysis of results can mask the faat the intervention was effective for certain

cases.

Other external validity issues include whetherM®RC intervention would be effective with
female offenders, or with younger or older age gsouFrom the mix of New Zealand European
and Maori participants, both appeared to respond equadlyto the programme, but the
research has not determined whether the intervemtauld be effective for offender volunteers
from other cultural and ethnic backgrounds. Wiité tesearch facilitator also being the
developer of the programme, the question alsosadsdo whether others could be trained to

present the programme just as effectively.

Perhaps the most important unanswered questidnsofdsearch is whether the change detected
over 12 months will be sustained in the long teifhis was one of the issues of most concern
to both the Department of Corrections and the @éRegional Ethics Committee when
examining the methodology of this study. While gzlier MARC research also had design
limitations, its positive results using LES conioats of 57 programme graduates over a three
year post-MARC period helps gives support to MARE&$ernal validity (Lees, 2002).

5.4 Recommendations for Future Research

Some of the initial inspiration for this researehjpct came from a section in the Handbook of
Psychotherapy and Behaviour Change which commemtede need for more research into
spiritually-based change. It refers to the suligtaresearch literature documenting the
relationship of spiritually-based change to phylsical mental health, and comments that “the
field of psychotherapy research has hardly tou¢hisdpotential source of therapeutic effects”
(Lambert, 2004, p. 817). One of the difficultiddlte current project has been to find
comparable studies, particularly in the Correctibelsl, as a reference point for this research.
On this issue the Handbook remarks that “givendhge number of clients who subscribe to a
religious belief system, and the importance of smslystem to their functioning, it is surprising

to see the degree to which discussions and resas¥ahissing from the literature on
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psychotherapy process and outcome” (p. 817). Hewelve growing body of research into
faith-based prison ministries, along with the reavelopment of theoretical concepts for use
in evaluating faith-based programmes (Harden, 20§#ms to indicate that this field is gaining

greater recognition.

While the single-case study methodology of theentrresearch was neither able to prove cause
and effect relationships between the interventiah successful outcomes, nor isolate
mechanisms of change inherent in the MARC prograntheereplicated single-case study
design is seen as effective way to generate newthgpes, which later can be subjected to
more rigorous research (Barlow & Hersen, 1984; @z103). As well as providing evidence
to support the effectiveness of the MARC intervamtithe positive outcomes of the current
study advance the hypothesis that facilitatingisl change can be an effective way to
expedite cognitive and behavioural change. Theuegp success of the spiritually-based

MARC intervention, with its brief format and targgbup of hard-to-change medium/high risk

offenders, suggests that further investigatiorhf hypothesis is warranted.

In response to recommendations from the Departoifgdorrections and the Central Regional
Ethics Committee, the follow-up time frame of therent research was extended from 6 to 12
months, and the Participant Consent Form (Appebliwas amended to allow for follow-up
assessments to occur up to 24 months after MARI@oAgh this goes beyond the constraints
this Masters’ research, the researcher expresadtirgness to do a two-year follow-up
assessment of MARC participants if requested tealby the Department of Corrections.

5.5 Clinical Implications for the Community

5.5.1 Brief Format Makes MARC Accessible and AttractieeQffenders

While MARC's brief 10 session format has substdiytlass opportunity to exert influence than

comprehensive 18 month faith-based prison progranitsepositive outcome adds to earlier
research showing that brief bible-based intervesstiman be effective (Johnson et al., 1997).
The condensed nature of MARC enabled it to be naad#able to inmates on short sentences,

who would otherwise have missed out on attendirghabilitative programme. The two who
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completed MARC in the community lived away from aimcentre and would also have missed
attending a programme had MARC not been availabléh a limited 60-bed capacity, the
Rimutaka faith-based unit can only cater for acdwv and is likely to attract those who have

already begun to seek spiritual change.

Although there was no survey to determine why aféas volunteered to attend MARC, it was
evident that its spiritual approach was not themadtraction. During the recruitment phase it
appeared that the brevity of the course, its alvdiilg, flexibility and its one-on-one format

were the factors that were most appealing. Moth@®#olunteers had little or no understanding
of the Christian worldview and by the end of 10ss&s$s were only just beginning to understand
the Christian approach to solving problems. Witiiky have yet to reach a place of wanting on-
going Christian support, several indicated thay there now regularly reading the bible
(presented to them at graduation). During thetéichtime-frame of MARC, the programme
seeks to lay an initial spiritual foundation thatitd later lead to a more in-depth transforming
Christian encounter. The current research prosdese evidence that, even as a stand-alone
intervention, the preliminary spiritual groundwakMARC is capable of producing significant
results.

5.5.2 Why Christians Volunteer for Prison Service

In addition to the biblical worldview providing dktians with common redemptive tools for
offender rehabilitation, it also encourages a cldsatification with those in prison.
Understanding this aspect of the Christian mankelgs explain why Christian organisations
have a long history of involvement in the welfafgposoners, and how ministries like Prison
Fellowship International (PFI) are able to mobiliseusands of volunteers to work alongside
these often difficult and dangerous people (BolR@92; McDaniel et al., 2005). The bible
identifies all humans as “law-breakers” and “sirsjeand yet a people of immense value to a
loving God who has gone to great lengths to redéssifallen race (Isaiah 53:6, Rom. 6:23,
John 3:16). This view enables Christian volunt¢erseat inmates as equals and show
compassion irrespective of how objectionable th#ending. Furthermore, Christians believe
they have a biblical directive to visit those imspn, with Jesus declaring in this regard
“inasmuch as you did it to one of the least of ¢hexy brethren, you did it to me” (Matt. 25:40).
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5.5.3 Effective Moral Development, Cross-Cultural Appenl Informed Consent

The recent release of 2006 census information leWeat since the last census New Zealanders
identifying with the Christian religion has dropp&th to around 55% of the population, i.e., 2.1
million people (TVNZ, 2006). This is down from 906 in 1966 (Henrickson, 2007). While
media reports highlight this as on-going evidenicihe decline of the Christian faith in this
country, these figures show that the Christian goéw still holds a place of prominence in
New Zealand society. Many see the decline of tiathl Judeo-Christian values as the main
contributor to the growing criminality, violencecfamily breakdown of western society
(Colson & Pearcey, 1999; Crime Prevention Actioou@y, 1992). Among the principles of
effective offender interventions, research hastifled the importance of fostering moral
development and reinforcing “pro-social” values (Maen, 1992; Trotter, 1994). Closely
linked to the hypothesis of this research is tleewthat Judeo-Christian values are most
effective in changing behaviour when they are prfajlg presented in their biblical and

spiritual context. MARC is not just about impagi€@hristian values, but about connecting the
participant with the divine source of those valukss suggested that this spiritual approach to
moral development, with the presenting of pro-do@dues in the context of the love, justice
and redemption of the God of the Bible, was thetkeARC bringing about behaviour change

in a short time-frame.

In referring to the prominence of the Christian Mdweiew in the history and value-base of New
Zealand society, it is not intended to imply th&tiStian organisations should have an exclusive
role in faith-based ministries to offenders. Hoeewt is proposed that inherent within the
Christian worldview are spiritual change factome(®aragraph 2.5) that have a particular
appeal to offenders seeking a fresh start. Thiesege factors are seen as having the power to
begin moderating offending behaviour, even befgperaon embraces the Christian way of life.
Unique to the Christian worldview is the beliettire transforming power of biblical truth (John
8:32, Luke 4:18), centred on the death and resuoreof Jesus Christ and the infilling of the
Holy Spirit. While the naturalistic view of multituralism (see Paragraph 1.5 and Table 1) is
likely to favour a more generic approach to mormlalopment and promoting pro-social values,
MARC seeks to give offenders the option of recegwabiblically authentic, undiluted

presentation of the Christian remedy for aberratigviour.
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Globally there is evidence that the Christian wadev has cross-cultural appeal, with
indigenous Christian churches existing within meaions and ethnic groups. While
Christianity may have declined in the west, the tmagid growth of the Christian church is now
in non-western countries. The bible continuesadh® worlds most translated book, with at
least a portion now available to over 98% of theldis population (St. John in the Wilderness,
2007; Wikipedia, 2007). Over the years the MARGgnamme has received a favourable
response from offenders of various ethnic backgiepbut mainly Mori, European and Pacific
Island. A wide cross-cultural acceptance is alsdent with the PFI ministry, which is now

active in 110 countries (www.pfi.org).

Critics of MARC and other faith-based programmegy see it as a vehicle for promoting
religion to disadvantaged and vulnerable clientefeler the guise of a rehabilitative
intervention. Such criticism would be legitimat@articipants were somehow coerced into the
programme, without informed consent and freedomitbdraw, and were then pressured to
make a Christian commitment or join a church. T&isot the case. Although the Christian
worldview includes a priority of “spreading the ge$’, MARC takes a cautious approach to
offenders wanting to embrace the Christian faigeking to ensure that they fully understand
the nature of the commitment and the lifestyle deatnat such faith will entail (Appendix K —
0O). On the basis of informed consent, MARC aimgrtawvide an introduction to Judeo-
Christian values and the transforming power avélad those who chose to live by these
values. It would be helpful to prospective papaits if non-faith-based offender programmes,
based on worldviews such as naturalism and selutaanism, also sought informed consent

by being up-front about their philosophical undamigs.

5.5.4 Empirically-Validated Faith-Based Programmes — As@effective Option

Whereas the Corrections Department allocates ard@dnillion to run rehabilitative
programmes in prisons and through the Communitp&tion Service (Kay, 2006), most
Christian faith-based programmes are deliverednainamal cost to the taxpayer, using
volunteers and charitable donations. While thisinteer service is a limited resource, it is
likely that there is potential for greater availapiof such faith-based programmes within New

Zealand Corrections facilities. For this to hapfiegre is a need for the development of
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comprehensive, “user-friendly”, non-coercive prognaes that are attractive and culturally
respectful of the New Zealand offender populatigvhere possible these programmes need to
be empirically validated through formal researct anbject to on-going development and
improvement. High standards in the training, &artg and supervision of facilitators would be
essential in maintaining programme integrity. Dgrthe 13-year history of the MARC
intervention, these ideals have been at the fonetybits development. It is hoped that the
experience gained and information documented srtkgearch will assist the future
development of faith-based programmes.

5.6 Conclusion

While MARC has never been an official Correctiomsgramme, its development within the
Department of Corrections since 1993 was permdtethe proviso that it continued to be
aligned with principles of effective interventiondademonstrated successful outcomes.
Throughout its 10-year history within Correctiohsperated as a community-based sentencing
option for medium to high risk offenders, and wésmchosen as a last resort before
imprisonment. Focusing on moral development, mwis$olving and new ways of thinking,
MARC used a biblical approach to challenge crimimays of thinking and maladaptive core
beliefs. With the aid of Christian mentors, papants were encouraged to revise antisocial
values and gain a sense of shame over their wroimgyd An engaging presentation of biblical
concepts such as moral law, sin, alienation, clegnhfrgiveness and restoration provided the
basis for the participant to begin the procespuoitaal change. Moving from shame to hope,
an offender’s significance and value as a humamgoeas affirmed through gaining

understanding of God’s redemptive rescue plan.

In proposing the largely unrecognised construcspiritual change” as a key factor in reducing
offending of MARC participants, it is acknowledgint this hypothesis goes beyond the
conventional tenets of mainstream psychology. Gibhe inconclusive nature of this study and
possible alternative explanations for the resitlts,unlikely to greatly advance the recognition
of the spiritual dimension within psychology. Howee, it is hoped that it will add to this under-
researched area of knowledge and encourage othgesfturther in investigating the
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mechanisms and potency of the spiritual changessscGiven the evidence of MARC's
effectiveness, along with its brevity, flexibiliand low-cost of implementation, it is also hoped
that this intervention could be further developad made available as a faith-based option for
those unable to attend established Correctiongamuges. This would require further research
to confirm MARC's effectiveness, the training of@tian volunteers, and a commitment on
the part of the Department of Corrections to alMARC to be implemented in a wider arena.

It is noted that Corrections has already made anutimment to a holistic approach to offender
programmes, with the spiritual dimension beindhatforefront of initiatives such as Tikanga
Maori, the Maori Focus Units and the Rimutaka Faith-Based Wddrfections, 2006a).

With previous analysis indicating MARC to be areeffive community-based measure, the
current research suggests that MARC is also acteféepre-release programme for prison
inmates. The simplicity and brevity of the MARMpgramme, along with its empirical
validation and high level of participant completi@aavance it a cost-effective faith-based

option that could be implemented more widely.
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Appendix A. MARC Problem Solving Model
Adapted from an Institute in Basic Life Principlesdel (Gothard, 1992)

TRACING SURFACE PROBLEMS TO ROOT CAUSES
Making Right Choices (MARC) — Problem Solving Model

SURFACE |Bad Habissmong et ™ outursts o snger
PROBLEMS Pornography Fights / Violence
PAMINSL e Criminal Offending
Behaviour / Actions Broken Relationships Other Problems:Money /Work /
Things going wrong that Troublesome-Friends Hea:}ﬂr{[irs] Ier?]p s/ eSIfexuaI

others can see Abuse:physical/sexual/verbal Attemptgd guicide

(Consequence of Choices) Occult /-Evil influences

Angry / Frustrated / Pushed Down / Rejected / Confused
* Vengeful / Guilty./ Ashamed Misunderstood / Stupid / Foolish /

|/ Fearful / Worried / Rebellious./ Lustful
SURFACE CAUSES Depressed / Anxious / Proud
_ / Superior / Insecure / Distorted Thinking / False Ideas:

Thoughts / Feelings

_ _ Envious / Jealous / Lonely'/ Minimising — it's not too bad
Sometimes hidden from | unhappy / Bored / Depressed Justifying — it's not my fault

others / Despairing / Suicidal Denial - it's not a problem

Bitterness Moral Damage

Holding onto hurt and abuse of | Damage to my characterand values due t
the past. moral failure.

Staying.in thevictim role. The world is governed bighysical Laws
ROOT PROBLEMS /g R hny

Holding hatred for those who | (Cause and Effect)aridoral Laws (Choices

have wronged me. and Consequences)
Character / Values / Core Wanting a payback.Resentful. | Breaking Moral Laws causes great damag

Beliefs Bearing a grudge. now and for my future.
Going against God’s :
principlesgar?d commands ca False Foundations / Temporal Values
result in bad habits and Building life on shaky ground, shifting sand — tprthat won't last.

Seeking short-term happiness.: Wanting what othave. Being greedy.
POOR CHARACTER Looking for quick ways to feel good, even if ivisong.
Having goals that won't satisf\aluing THINGS more than GOD.
HAVING NO SOLID FOUNDATION

Going against Life Breaking Basic Moral Laws

e Have no other gods before Me...
Principles -
* E.G. Being dishonest & selfish. Do not make for yourself idols

Rejecting how God made me Do not use God’s name as a swear wor
ROOT CAUSES Rebelling against authority. Setaside the Lord's day each week

g Honour your father & mother
Not forgiving others.

. . D t d
. Not seeking God’s special plan D h ono mur_der f .
Principles / Moral Law for my life. o0 not have sex outside of marriage

Failing o | God & oth Do not steal — Do not lie
alling to love 50 Others. Do not crave for what other have
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Appendix B. MARC Problem Solving Worksheet (Session 1 — 4)

TRACING SURFACE PROBLEMS TO ROOT CAUSES
Making Right Choices (MARC) — Problem Solving Work$eet

Date:

SURFACE
PROBLEMS

Behaviour / Actions
Things going wrong that
others can see

O

SURFACE CAUSES
Thoughts / Feelings

Sometimes hidden from
others

()

ROOT PROBLEMS

Character / Values /
Core Beliefs

g\

ROOT CAUSES

Principles / Moral Law
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Appendix C. The Barrel of Bitterness (Session 2)

Barrel of Bitterness

Bitterness—Holding onto hurt and abuse of the past.Staying in thevictim role.
Holding hatred for those who have wronged me.
Wanting a payback. Resentful. Bearing a grudge. Failing to Forgive

Some of the most hurtful things that
have happened to me:

Acts 8:23 For | see that you arpoisoned by bitternessnd bound by iniquity
(moral failure).”

Hebrews 12:15....looking carefully lest anyorall short of the graceof God,; lest
anyroot of bitternesspringing upcause troubleand by thignany become
defiled
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Appendix D. The Tripartite Model of the Human Person (Session @

THE HUMAN SPIRIT
DESIGNED TO BE THE DWELLING PLACE OF GOD

Who is sitting on the throne of my life—myself or &sus?

God says ...“I live in a high and holy place, but aleath him who is
contrite (broken) and lowly (humble) in spirit ...” Isaiah 57:15 (NIV)

The True Foundation: “... that Christ may dwell in your hearts through
faith beingrooted and grounded in love” Ephesians 3:17 (NKJV)
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Appendix E. False Foundations (Session 4)

FALSE FOUNDATIONS / TEMPORAL VALUES
ME on the throne = the spirit dies and the soul rules

CONELICT occurs between my MIND and EMOTIONS as to
who will control the WILL—the whole BODY suffers

The Bible says...“Once you Wereﬁ’eaé/because of your disobedience
and your_ many sinsYou use to live in sin....obeying the devil

following the passionate desires and inclinatiohswur sinful nature.
(Ephesians 2:1—3, NLT)

“...when sin is allowed to grovit gives birth toé/eaf/).” (James 1:15)
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Appendix F. The Solid Foundation (Session 4)

JESUS CAME TO RESCUE US
FROM SPIRITUAL AND ETERNAL DEATH

When | am washed clean of sin and
JESUS IS ON THE THRONE—everything is in harmony

The bible says ...“But God is so rich in mercy, and He loved ossuch,

that even though we were dead because of ourdB$§&AVE US LIFE.”
(Ephesians 2:4—NLT)
“...be strengthened with might through His Spinitthe inner manthat
Christ may dwell in your hearterough faith...”
(Ephesians 3:16-17—NKJV)
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Appendix G. MARC Booklet — How to Solve Problems (Session 3)

Tl .ff’ /

A SPECIAL WESSACE FROM THE MARC PROGRAM
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we all have problems...

We live in a world full of problems
...War, Violence, Crime, Family Strife,
Broken Relatfionships, Bad Habits,
Disease, Sickness, and Death.
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Many problems are caused by violating
Physical Laws (Laws of Cause and Effect)

EQg: My car crashed
because | was going
too fast for the wet
conditions.

| played
with fire
and got

burnt,

it
Sy
Lox

| became sick because | ate
foo much.
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But what about problems such as:

Anger, hatred, lust, guilt, depression,
rejection, rebellion, envy, jealousy,
fear, insecurity, anxiety?

~ Many of these problems are caused by
breaking moral laws

~ | V (Laws of Choices and Consequences).
— _ . Every choice | make is like

4 sowing O seed in the ground...
one day | will FTeA P a harvest,
either gOOd or bad.

...you will always harvest what you

plant. Those who live to satisfy their
own sinful nature will harvest decay

and death... (Galatians 6:7-8)



—

10. Do not crave for

what others have.

0 0 N AW N
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The Moral Law is summarised in
what is commonly called

the ten commandments.

Here is a brief outline of these laws:

. Have no other gods before Me.

Do not make for yourself idols.
Do not use God's name carelessly.
Remember God'’s special day each week.
. Honour your parents.
Do not murder.
Do not have sex outside of marriage.
. Do not steal.
. Do not lie.

God gave us His
Moral Law in
the Bible.

(Exodus 20)
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Appendix H. MARC Booklet — The Moral Damage Checklist (SessioB)

To solve our problems we must first identify the root cause

Take the following test fo see if you have sown any “bad seed”
(Mark the box when the answer is “yes” fo the following questions)

Q 1. Rebellion and rejection of God - Did | neglect to put God at the
centre of my life, failing to seek His will on a daily basis?

Q 2. Making false gods - Did | allow possessions, activities, relationships
or false ideas to compete for God’s rightful place in my life?

Q 3. Dishonouring God’s name — Did | dishonour God’s name through
my words or actions (eg using God’s name as a swear word)?

Q 4. Having wrong priorities — Did | neglect to set aside the Lord’s Day,
failing to make it a day of worship, rest and spiritual refreshment?

Q 5. Dishonouring parents — Did | fail o honour my parents—forgiving
them, serving them, being patient with them and treating them with
respect?

Q 6. Harming the life or well being of another — Did | carry out actions,
or show an attitude, that would harm the life of another person?

Q 7. Muddying the water - Did | allow my heart to become stained by
sexual lust, misusing what God intended for within marriage?

Q 8. Taking what is not mine — Did | take money or property that did
not belong to me - from family, friends, strangers or government?

Q 9. Misleading others / telling lies — Did | fail to tell the truth and
deliberately seek to cheat or give a false impression through my
words or actions?

Q 10. Craving for what others have - Am | discontent with what | have,
often focusing on gaining more possessions or benefits?
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Appendix I. MARC Booklet — Being in a Hopeless Pit (Session 5)

being in a hopeless pit
When we break God’s Moral Law we
get Guilt, Bad Habits, Poor Character,
and Broken Relationships.

But even worse we have placed our-
selves under God’s judgement.

The penalty of Law-Breaking (sin) is

eternal death. The wages of sin
is death... (Romans 6:23)
We are trapped in a pit of our OWN

mMaking and are powerless to

save ourselves.

...we are all prisoners of sin... (Galatians 3:22)

But we often fry to build ladders to get out of the pit.

There are three things people do to build FALSE LADDERS:

1. Good Works—we think that if we are good enough it will
make up for wrong we have done.

2. Religion—we try to earn favour with God by becoming
involved in religious activity.

3. False Beliefs—we adopt false ideas about God or deny His
existence. Some believe that the moral law does not exist

and they are free to live as they please.
We think that we can solve our problems

our way rather than God’s way.

A wall of sin separates us from God and blinds us to the truth.
“It’s your sins that have cut you off from God....” (Isaiah 59:2)
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We have all chosen to go our own selfish way
rather than God's Way.

All we like sheep have gone Astray;

We have turned, every one, to his own way.
(Isaiah 53:6)

There is a way that SEE€MS
rght to a man, but the endis N
the way of death. (Proverbs 14:12)

The Bible teaches that God loves us and does not

want us to be punished for sin and lostforever:
“For God so loved the world that he gave his only
Son, that Whoever believes in Him should NOt
perish but have eternal life.” (John 3:1¢)

God has a rescue plan:
“...the Lord Jesus Christ, who gAVe Himself for our
sins to rescue Us..." (Galatians 1:4)
God has put down a ladder for us:

“He brought me up out of the pit of destruction...
and He set my feet upon a rock, making my

footsteps firm." (Psalm 40:2)
However, we still have the choice to stay in the pit or
take God's ladder. (John 1:12 and John 3:19-20) %
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Appendix J. MARC Booklet — God’s Rescue Plan (Session 5)

| F@ifher excepf ‘rhrough
* Me.”" (John 14:6)




Appendix K. MARC Booklet — 12 Steps to Freedom (Sessions 6-10)

twelve steps to freedom

repent and believe: Get out of denial, turn
around and seek after God.

1. | admit that | am in a trap ﬁ&own making and
am powerless to save myself.

2. | believe that God has made;.b way %J of the trap
and can give me a new start,

3. | count the cost, turn around, ond,{p:_repore to surren-
der my life to God. 2 &

confess and renounce: Own up did reject

all wrong-doing.

&
4. | make a thorough list of wrong Thinégfl remember
doing. L

5. | confess my sins to God and a trusted peree]-in
renouncing all wrong acfivifies. ™

6. | confess any bitterness and resentment of others,
choosing to forgive those who have huﬁ me in the
past. r“ :

He who conceals his sins does not burjosper,
but whoever confesses and renounces fhen@')ds

mercy. (Proverbs 28:13-NIV) ==
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surrender: Let go of selfish ways and choose to fully
submit to God.

/. | surrender my life to God, receiving

forgiveness and the gift of salvation 3c‘ﬁgh Jesudh
Christ.

®

walk in faith: Leorﬁcﬂrus’r oﬂcﬁey God every
day, and keeg on frack.

8. Imake a Iis’r'f the pgeple | have wronged and admit
my wrongdoing to these people, making restitution
wherever possible.

8
9. I make a practice of promptly confessing any further
sin infmy life, seeking prayer and counselling to break
any on-@oing sinful habits.

10.1 seek Tc'evelop a relationship with Jesus Christ
through daily reading of the Bible, prayer and
learning how o hear His voice.

11.1 seek to walk in the power of the Holy Spirit and ap-
ply the principles of the Bible in every part of my life.

12.1 seek the fellowship of other like-minded Christians
and share the fruth | have found with those still
frapped by sin.
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Appendix L. MARC Booklet — Getting Out of Denial (Session 6)

step 1. getting out of denial

| admit that | am in a trap of my own making
and am powerless to save myself.

| am responsible for my actions

| have made choices to do wrong (sin)

| have filled my mind with wrong Tth
| have lots of negative feelings '

| have let hurtful experiences make r'ry and
bitter

O 00 0 0

| ha ullt my life on a shaky foundation

U 0O 0 O

| am no longer making excuses for my wrong
lbbehaviour

U

| am guilty

U

| deserve to be punished

m reaping what | sow
m destroying myself

Q | needto find a way out of this trap

The Lord is near to those who have a broken heart,
And saves such as have a contrite (humble) spirit.
(Psalm 34:18)

| take Step One by admitting to the above statements:
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Appendix M. MARC Booklet — Believing there is a Way Out (Sessio?)

step 2: believing there is a way out.

o O 0000

U

U

| believe that God has made a way out of the frap
and can give me a new start,

There is an all-powerful God who make the world
God knows everything about me

God loves me

God wants the very best for me

My wrong choices (sins) are blocking God out of
my life

| need mercy and forgiveness for breaking God’s

law
God’s so'ﬁs Christ, came to this world for me

He died a brutal death on .en s for me
His death was a substitute for the pu‘
deserve

| can now choose to turn around and go in a new
direction

| can be forgiven and set free from my past
| can get rid of my load of sin and guilt

| can have a new start in life '

| take Step Two by believing in the above statements:
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Appendix N. MARC Booklet — Preparing to Choose God’s Way Out (8ssion 8)

sTep 3: preparing to choose God’s way out

| count the cost, turn around, and prepare to commit my life to
God.

a My life is at a cross-roads, | want to turn my life
around, have a fresh start and change for My Way
the better

a I want to be free from the sin and guilt of my
past

U | want to be forgiven, and have a clean mind
and heart -

Q| know God is calg me to follow His way

Q [ understand t is will cost me everything: =

Q| need to tran ership of myself, my time and my
possessions to

4 | need to give up the right to rule my& an ke God
the boss

4 | need o give up my pride and selfishness

4 | need to give up my bitterness and resentment of others

4 | need to give up my bad habits and wrong relationships

U | want to get ready to humble myself and seek God'’s
forgiveness for my rebellion and sin

a | want to prepare myself to receive Jesus Christ and His
substitute sentence for the punishment | deserve

| pray this prayer of preparation:

God, | want to know you. | ask you to open my eyes to see ho

wrong and sinful my life has been. Help me now to humble

myself and prepare to turn my life over to you. Help me to be
honest and thorough in preparing to confess my sins and to
receive your gift of salvation. Amen.
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Appendix O. MARC Booklet — Confess, Renounce, Surrender (Sesgig)

step 4 — /. prayer of repentance,

Confession and Surrender.

The following is an example of a prayer that you could pray when you are
ready to surrender to God — you can use your own words.

Dear God, | admit that | am a sinner. | have broken your moral laws
and realise now that | have been a wicked person in your sight. ['have
held onto painful experiences and dllowed bitterness to rule in my
heart, refusing to forgive those who have wronged me.

[ have told lies. | have stolen things. | have entertained lust and im-
moral thoughts. | have carried out actions and developed habits to
gratify my sinful desires. | have been unkind and hurtful toward others
and have deliberately damaged or misused property.

At times | have E%ébellious and not honoured my parents, and |
have hadab iftude and been a poor influence on others.

ur holy name and have not kept your special
day. I havec for things that others have. | have made an idol of
doing my own thing, having fun and se essions. In addition |
confess the following SiNS.........covvvi il

| have disre

I have pushed you out of my life and refused to let y ight-
ful place on the throne of my heart.
I now redlise that | am alost and sinful person. | have broken your laws
and deserve your righteous judgement for my wicked ways.

At this moment | am heading towards the just consequences for my
wrong-doing and am powerless to save myself. | have sown bad hab-
its in my life and will reap heartache and destruction. When | die | will
then reap eternal consequences for my sin and be separated from
you forever in a place called Hell.

God, please have mercy on me! | know that you love me and sent
your son Jesus to save me. | have done nothing to deserve this. My
wickedness was the reason for him dying on the cross. My sin drove
the nails into his hands. By his brutal death he took the punishment for
my evil ways. | can now be forgiven.
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« | now confess my sins before God and will seek prayer from others. |
Nnow renounce and turn away from every one of my past sins. | ask
God to take back my heart from the power of Satan, who has gained
a measure of control over my life as | have given info my sinful
desires. | now frust in the shed blood of Jesus to wash me clean of all
my sin and to give me a new heart.

«  With God’s help | will stop every bad habit and put sin away from my
life, never to return to my evil ways. And if | stumble along the way, |
will quickly come back to the place of repentance and get my heart
right with God again.

«  Onmy knees | now submit myself to God. | receive Jesus info my heart.
I allow him to take his rightful place on the throne of my life.

e Dear Lord Jesus | ask to be filed and empowered by your Holy Spirit to
be your faithful servant. Through your enabling life in me | will follow
you and seek to please you in all that | do, with no tuming back. | will
also seek to help others come to know your salvation.

» | trustin the promises of your Word (the bible) and believe that right
now | have been given a new start in life — | have been “born again.”

* You have taken me as a son / daughter into your
family. By the suffering of Jesus | am healed and
forgiven. All the angels in heaven are now
rejoicing over my salvation.

* Praise God! Thank you Jesus for saving me! Amen.

SigNed: .. Date: .........

If you have prayed this prayer from
you heart, you are now a Christian
and part of God’s family.

Step 8—12 is all about developing a
relationship with God, learning to obey Him and to walk in
faith. Taking these steps will show that your life now truly

belongs to God.
For further help contact Jeff Lees: MARC12steps@gmail.com



130

Appendix P. Examples of Redemption Analogies

Curfew Must Not Ring Tonight

The following story, which is supposedly true, canfrem the time of Oliver Cromwell, leader of
the Civil War in England back in the 1600's. A gwgwsoldier, Basil Underwood, had been tried in
military court and sentenced to death. He wastehwt at the “ringing of the curfew bell.” His
fiancée, “Bessie” Smith, climbed up into the beilver several hours before curfew time and tied
herself to the bell’'s huge clapper. At curfew timdéen only muted sounds came out of the bell
tower, Cromwell demanded to know why the bell wasringing. His soldiers went to investigate
and found the young woman cut and bleeding fromdknocked back and forth against the great
bell. They brought her down and, the story goesnp@vell was so impressed with her willingness
to suffer in this way in behalf of someone she tbtleat he dismissed the soldier saying, “Curfew
shall not ring tonight” (Thorpe, 1887).

Paul says in Romans 5, “But God demonstrates hislove for us in this: While we were still
sinners, Christ died for us.” God loved us so mihett while we were still outcasts, deserving the
death penalty for our sin, He became a man andHiedelf, not to the clapper of a bell, but to a
cross, and He bled and died for sinners like us.

The Drawbridge Operator and His Son

A man had the duty to raise a drawbridge to allogvdteamers to pass on the river below and to
lower it again for trains to cross over on lande@ay, this man's son visited him, desiring to watc
his father at work. Quite curious, as most boys laegeeked into a trapdoor that was always left
open so his father could keep an eye on the graehimery that raised and lowered the bridge.
Suddenly, the boy lost his footing and tumbled ihi® gears. As the father tried to reach down and
pull him out, he heard the whistle of an approagltiain. He knew the train would be full of people
and that it would be impossible to stop the fastamg locomotive, therefore, the bridge must be
lowered!

A terrible dilemma confronted him: if he saved pge®ple, his son would be crushed in the cogs.
Frantically, he tried to free the boy, but to naihvFinally, the father put his hand to the letheat
would start the machinery. He paused and then, teéls he pulled it. The giant gears began to
work and the bridge clamped down just in time teesthe train. The passengers, not knowing what
the father had done, were laughing and making mgetythe bridge keeper had chosen to save their
lives at the cost of his son's.

In all of this there is a parable: the heavenhhEgttoo, saw the blessed Saviour being nailed to a
cross while people laughed and mocked and spit tonand yet, "He spared not his own Son,
but delivered him up for us all" that we might laeesd (Hewett, 1988).



Appendix Q. Gravity of Offence Table

(from an unknown British source) Gravity Gravity
010 DEATH/INJURY DANGEROUS DRIVING|12 090 CRIMINAL DAMAGE 8
011 Causing injury by dangerous driving 091 Criminal damage £2000-£7499
012 Manslaughter/death by dangerous drividg 18  ©A/inal damage £7500+ 11
093 Possession wi to commit c/damage 8
020 MURDER/MANSLAUGHTER/VIOLENCHE 094 Threat wi to commit c/damage 5
021 Offensive weapon/air gun offence 6 095 Arson 13
022 ABH 8 096 Arson wi to cause harm 18
023 GBH (Section 20) 13
024 Possession of explosives ree 14 100 OTHER MOTORING (INDICTABLE
026 Cruelty/neglect/assault children 17 101 Forgdey /MOT/Reg mark 3
027 Threat to murder/endangering 14 102 Forging dr licence/insurar 4
023 Assault on police causing wound 13 103 Dangespeed or manner 5
023 Wound with intent (section 18) 16 104 Dangerdiiging 12
028 Murder or attemptt 20
029Manslaughte 19 | 110 DRUGS OFFENCES (INDICTABLE
111 Possession cannabis 7
030 SEXUAL OFFENCE 112 Cultivate/supply cannat 14
031 Indecency between males 1 113 Possess amphesdimtient supply cannaflig
032 Indecent assault 12 114 Supply amphetamines 1]
033 USI (both Juveniles) 3 115 Possess heroin/oefiat supply amphet| 13
033 USI (adult under 25 with 15 yr old) 4 116 Syppéroin/cocaine 18
033 USI (adult with patient or girl < 15) 17 117 xt/Import/produce drugs 17
034 Buggery / ssault wi bugger 18
005 Gross indecen 15 120 OTHER OFFENCES (INDICTABLE
036 Indecent assault on child 1§ 121 Bomb hoax 8
037 Living on immoral earnings 18 122 Conspiraciaiity 1-6 offence) 15
038 Rape 19 122 Conspiracy (gravity 7+ offence) 16
036 Buggery/incest involving child 20 123 Violensarder 15
124 Kidnapping/terrorism 17
040 BURGLARY 125 Blackmai 17
041 Trespass with intent 7 126 Riot 18
042 Going equipped/burglary <£2 8 127 Affray 12
043 Burglary £300-£1499 10 128 Pervert the coufgastice 16
044 Burglary £150-£399¢ 13
045 Burglary £4000 15 130 MOTORING (SUMMARY
046 Burglary dwelling house 14 131 Excess alcoHallto provide spec 8
047 Aggravated burglary 17 132 Other road traffifences 2
133 TWOC (no damage) 7
050 ROBBERY 134 TWOC (damage) 8
051 Assault with intent to rob 17 135 Driving whiisqualified (age) 5
052 Robbery X15 18 136 Driving whist disqualified (point 9
N8R Rahherv £15( 19 127 Drivina whist dieanialified (aleohe (¢]
060 TAKING / THEFT MOTOR VEHICLE 140 DRUGS OFFENCES (SUMMARY)
061 Being carried (no dama 3 141 Information on prescribing / sup| 3
062 Being carried (damage) 6
065 Theft of motor vehic 11 150 OTHER OFFENCES (SUMMAR®
066 Aggravated TWO 14 151 Comnon assault / threatenirbehaviou 5
152 Fear / nrovocatic Violence [/ harrasseni | 4
070 OTHER THEFT AND HANDLING 153 Drunk / disorderly / loitering 1
071 Theft / handling / receiving c£100 4 154 Indecent exposure 4
072 Theft / handling / receivincl0C-£29¢ 5 155 Obstructing police offic 6
073 Theft /handling /receiving £3-£99¢ 6 155 Assaulting poise offic 9
074 Theft / handling / receiving £1000-£199 8| Tininal damage <£100 3
075 Theft / handling / receiving £2000-£749 1] 157n@nal damage £100-£299 4
076 Stealing by employee <£750 7 158 Criminal daenfig0a-£99A 6
076 Stealing by employee £750 17 159 Criminal daenfi000-£1999 8
077 Theft from OAP c£750 9
077 Theft from OAP £750+ 15
078 Theft / handlina / Receiving $5 14
080 FRAUD AND FORGERY
081 Deception <£100 5
082 Deception £1004299 5
083 Fraud/deception £3-£99¢ 7
084 Fraud deception £1000-£1999 8|
085 Fraud/deception £20-£749¢ 10
486 Fraud/deception £7500+ 15
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Appendix R. MARC Gravity of Offence Table

Offence Category

Gravity

6 mth max. used

on MSMO
Possession/use of cannabis / Possession of utensils 3 30
Possession/use of other illegal drugs 5 50
Possession for supply - illegal drugs 8 50
Cultivation of cannabis (summary offence — smaHmfity) 7 7
Cultivation of cannabis (indictable offence — lamge&ntity) 14 14
Manufacture of illegal Drugs 14 140
Supplying/selling cannabis 10 100
Supplying/selling other illegal drugs 15 150
Theft/Shoplifting (under $500)
Theft/Shoplifting (over $500)
False Pretences/Fraud/Dishonest use of Documedés$500)
False Pretences/Fraud/Dishonest use of Documeat §500)
Unlawfully interfering with a motor vehicle 4
Attempted unlawful taking of a motor vehicle 5
Unlawfully taking a motor vehicle 7
Theft of a motor vehicle 11
Receiving (under $500)
Receiving (over $500))
Trespassing/unlawfully on property
Enters with intent
Burglary (under $500) 10
Burglary ($500-$5000) 12
Burglary by Night 12
Burglary over $5000 15
Robbery 15
Aggravated Robbery 17
Disorderly behaviour/Fighting in public place/thrersing behaviour 3
Common Assault/Domestic violence (minor) 5
Threatens to kill/do grievous bodily harm 7
Male Assaults Female 10
Serious Assault/ Assault with intent to injure 15
Wilful Damage (under $500)
Wilful Damage (over $500)
Arson / Fire-setting 13
Sexual Offences (minor) 8
Sexual Offences (serious) 15
Minor Traffic Offences / Careless Driving 2
Excess breath alcohol - person <20 (under 400mg) 5
Excess breath alcohol (under 1000mg) 8
Excess breath alcohol (3rd or subsequent) 10
Refusing to accompany officer (drink-driving) / Bges Custody 10
Excess breath alcohol (over 1000mg) 12
Dangerous/reckless Driving 8
Driving while disqualified (1st offence)
Driving while disqualified (2nd offence)
Driving while disqualified (3rd or subsequent offeh 9
Breach of Supervision/Community Work/Parole 5 50
Fail to answer bail / Obstruct/Resists Police
Possession of a weapon / Carrying imitation firearm 4
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Appendix S. MARC Self-Report Measure of Offending (MSMO)

MARC Self-Report Measure of Offending —Confidential and
Anonymous
How many times in the past 6 monthave you been involved with any of the following
offences?(mark the number with ax)

Possession of illegal drugs - Cannabis 1002{3({4(5|6|7|8|9]| 10| 11-15| 16-20| 21-25 26+
Possession of illegal drugs - Other 0|2|3(4|5|6|7|8|9| 10| 11-15| 16-20| 21-25 26+
lllegal drug use - Cannabis @|{2(3|4|5(6|7]|8|9| 10| 11-15/ 16-20| 21-25 26+
lllegal drug use — Other P1(2|3|4|5(6|7(8|9]| 10 | 11-15| 16-20| 21-25 26+
Cultivation of Cannabis D1|2(3|4(5|6|7(8]|9]| 10| 11-15/ 16-20| 21-2§ 26+
Manufacture of illegal drugs P1(2|3|4|5|6|7(8|9]| 10 | 11-15| 16-20| 21-25 26+
Supplying or selling illegal drugs - cannabis 2(3|4|5(6(7|8|9]| 10| 11-15 16-20| 21-25§ 26+
Supplying or selling illegal drugs - other @af2|3|4|5|6|7(8|9] 10| 11-15 16-20| 21-25 26+
Theft or Shoplifting under $500 worth 2(3|4|5(6(7|8|9| 10| 11-15 16-20| 21-2§ 26+
Theft or Shoplifting over $500 worth 0L|2(3|4|5|6|7|8|9| 10| 11-15| 16-20| 21-25 26+
Eca;l:suemF;rrfttences/ Fraud/ Dishonest use of a ol1l213lalslel7lslol 10 | 11-15 16-20| 21-29 26+
Unlawful taking of a motor vehicle P1(2|3|4|5|6|7(8|9]| 10 | 11-15| 16-20| 21-25 26+
Receiving stolen property 01(2|3[4(5|6|7|8|9]| 10| 11-15| 16-20| 21-25 26+
Trespassing / Unlawfully on property @|2(3|4|5|6(7|8|9| 10| 11-15 16-20| 21-25 26+
Burglary / Breaking and entering @af2|3|4|5|/6|7(8[9] 10| 11-15| 16-20| 21-25 26+
Robbery 0/1|2|3|4|5|6|7|8|9]| 10| 11-15 16-20| 21-25| 26+
Common assault / Domestic violence 0D|2|3|4|5(6|7|8|9]| 10| 11-15 16-20| 21-25| 26+
Serious assault involving injury 0L|2(3|4|5|6|7|8|9| 10| 11-15| 16-20| 21-25| 26+
Wilful damage of property / Graffiti D1(2|3|4|5(6|7(8|9]| 10 | 11-15| 16-20| 21-25| 26+
Fire-setting / Arson 01]12(3|4|5(6(7|8|9| 10| 11-15 16-20| 21-25( 26+
tsoi)é‘}f]?r']gf(f;g%?th‘e :”S;‘gr‘fe"posure/ indecel 1 |2(3|4|5|6|7|8|9] 10| 11-15| 16-20| 21-25| 26+
Unlawful sexual connection / Rape Q|2(3|/4|5|6(7|8]|9| 10| 11-15 16-20| 21-25| 26+
Driving over the breath alcohol limit 01(2|3|4|5(6|7(8|9]| 10 | 11-15| 16-20| 21-25| 26+
Dangerous driving 01({2|3|4|5(6|7|8(9]| 10| 11-15| 16-20| 21-25| 26+
Driving while disqualified 01|12|3(4(5|6|7|8|9| 10| 11-15| 16-20| 21-25| 26+
ggerﬁgztg;‘:é‘tgggﬁ)rs (eg. Probation /parole | 1 15131 4|5(6|7|8|9| 10| 11-15 16-20| 21-25| 26+
Other: 0/1|2|3|4|5|6|7|8|9] 10| 11-15 16-20| 21-25 26+
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Appendix T. MARC Information Sheet for Prospective Participants

; = ;
.., N . H SCHOOL OF PSYCHOLOGY
&@ b Massev un“’erSItv Te Kura Hinengaro Tangata
AW L Private Bag 11222
" COLLEGE OF HUMANITIES AND SOCIAL SCIENCES Palmerston North

New Zealand

T 646 356 9099 extn 2040

F 64 6 350 5673
WWW.massey.ac.nz
http://psychology.massey.ac.nz

MAKING RIGHT CHOICES (MARC)

A Faith-based Offender Programme and Research Pobje
Invitation to Participate

What is the MARC programme?

* The MARC programme is a Christian-based approadoitong problems and breaking the
habit of offending.

* The programme consists &@h 60-minute sessiond.e. 10 hours).

¢ Participants attend a personal delivery of the Eagne in an office setting, with a
facilitator and possibly a co-facilitator.

¢ Attendance at sessions can be weekly or twice weakl there is scope to fit sessions
around work commitments.

Where Did MARC come from?

* MARC was developed and implemented at the Taur@ugamunity Probation Service
betweeen 1992 and 2003 by Probation Officer, Jedfd.

¢ Since 1995 MARC has had support from the Arahiranimg Centre, Marton, with the
provision of volunteer staff and programme resosirce

¢ Over 50 offenders have successfully completed tbgrpmme.

Who can go on MARC?

* Male offender 16—26 years of age.

¢ Offenders who are happy to attend a programmadlistsed on a Christian view of the
world.

* Priority is given to serious and repeat offenders.
* If you are facing active charges you may be ablotdMARC as part of your court sentence.

¢ If you are unable to do other Corrections’ prograsnthen MARC may fulfil a supervision
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or parole condition to attend a rehabilitative pasgme.

If you volunteer to attend the MARC programme, thenyou will also need to consent to
being part of a research project (see below for merdetails).

Participants need to sign a consent form indicaiegmmitment to attend the programme
and participate in the associated research.

The 2005/2006 MARC Research Project

The research project looks at the effectiveneddARC in changing attitudes and habits that
lead to offending.

Participants will be required to undertake anonymots self-report measures of
offending and attitudes_beforeand after MARC. Follow-up measures will be taken at
6, 12, 18 and 24 months after the MARC programme.

An anonymous system will also be used to gather aminal and traffic conviction data to
assess frequency and seriousness of convictionsdrefand after MARC.

Great care would be taken to protect the identity ad privacy of individuals at all stages
of the project.

The project is being carried out by Jeff Lees at gfea Master of Science (MSc.) degree in
Psychology.

Supervision for the project is being provided byHatrick Dulin of Massey University
Psychology Department.

MARC participants will be given a summary of thejpct findings and have access to the
full report of the project.

Research Project Procedures

At the beginning of the programme each participattselect their own confidentiality code
which will be used to protect their identity duridgta collection.

All programme records and data will be kept in&kkxd cabinet and disposed of five years
after the end of the project.

Measures of offending behaviour and attitudes leeémd after MARC will be presented in
table format and joined together with results frotimer participants.

All participants who complete the programme willdent a summary of the project findings
and can request to view a full report of the projélchis will be available through the
researcher, referral agencies or Massey University.
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Participant’s Rights

You are under no obligation to accept this invitafi. If you decide to participate, you have the
right to:

» decline to answer any particular question;
» withdraw from the study at any time;
* ask any questions about the study at any time dypanticipation;

» provide information on the understanding that yoame will not be used unless you give
permission to the researcher;

» be given access to a summary of the project firgigen it is concluded.

Support Processes

* Atthe beginning and end of each MARC sessiongkelback will be sought from
participants as to their thoughts and feelings attmiprogramme.

» The project will seek to foster involvement fronpport persons such as Probation Officers,
Social Workers, family and caregivers.

» Participants and support persons will be encouré&geelport any concerns or adverse
outcomes to the principle researcher or the Masseyersity project supervisor.

Important things to consider:

* While the MARC programme looks at making changenfeoChristian perspective, it
fully respects the right of individuals to chookeit own values and beliefs.

e |tis important for applicants to understand anckat that the programme is based on
bible principles and a Christian worldview (see suwary below).

* The MARC programme seeks to address problem belabipidentifying and dealing
with root causes. This means that participantsbeilencouraged to look at unresolved
issues from their past, and then apply bible-basédtions.

* |tis accepted that some applicants may not be coortable with this approach and
this should be considered carefully before enrollig in the programme.

¢ During MARC sessions participants will be presentaith Christian solutions to root
problems, but will always be free to determine twatvextent they embrace these
solutions.

* MARC is not affiliated to any particular denomirwatior church.
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A Summary of the Christian Worldview
Where do | come from?

* The world was created by a supremely intelligelip@wverful and loving God.
Why am | here?

* To live in intimate relationship with God and topexience his love and guidance on a
daily basis.

Where am | going?

* We are given the freedom to choose where we wéhdpeternity — with God or
separated from God.

What is wrong with the world?

* We have a free will and can choose to obey or @ig@hod’s moral law (10
commandments).

* Our choices have consequences (we reap what we sow)

* Wrong choices (sin) leads to suffering — both forselves and others.
What can we do to fix it?

* We are all law-breakers (sinners) and are powettesave ourselves.

* Through the death and resurrection of Jesus Ckd@l, has provided the means for our
salvation.

* We need to confess and turn away from our sin (rgpand receive the gift of salvation.

* As we submit to God our lives are transformed -ga® motivation and power to act in
love.

Project Contacts
Please contact the researcher or project supervi$gou have any questions.

Researcher:

Jeff Lees,

c/- Arahina Training Centre

P O Box 192, MARTON

Mobile 021 1161670 — E-mdllARC12steps@gmail.com

Supervisor:

Patrick Dulin

Massey University

Private Bag 11 054, PALMERSTON NORTH

Phone (06) 350 5799 Ext. 2060 — E-mail p.l.dulin@sey.ac.nz

Committee Approval Statement

This project has been reviewed and approved bidgesey University Human Ethics
Committee, Palmerston North Application 05/32ydii have any concerns about the ethics of
this research, please contact Dr John G O’Neilla@hMassey University Campus Human
Ethics Committee: PN telephone 06 350 5799 x 8&3f&jl humanethicspn@massey.ac.nz”.
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Appendix U. Participant Consent Form

Z N H . SCHOOL OF PSYCHOLOGY

& ‘a Massev U“IverSItv Te Kura Hinengaro Tangata

uuu Private Bag 11 222
COLLEGE OF HUMANITIES AND SOCIAL SCIENCES Palmerston North

New Zealand

T 64 6 356 9099 extn 2040

F 64 6 350 5673
WWW.massey.ac.nz
http://psychology.massey.ac.nz

Research into a Faith-based Offender Programme
(MARC)

PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM

This consent form will be held for a period of five(5) years

* | have read the Information Sheet and have hadetels of the study explained to me. My questianse

been answered to my satisfaction, and | underdteatd may ask further questions at any time.

® | agree for the researcher and his assistant to wiemy history of criminal and traffic convictions
before and after the programme. My name and any ber identifying information will be removed

prior to these documents being viewed.

® | agree to participate in an anonymous survey ofoffgnding behaviour and attitudes before and up to
years after the programme (this would mean havitigvi-up contact with the researcher at 6, 12, 48 a

24 months after completing MARC).

® | agree to participate in this study under the @b set out in the Information Sheet.

Signature: Date:

Full Name - printed




The 2005 MARC Important things to

consider:

Research Project

¢ Those who volunteer to attend MARC during
2005 will also need to agree to be part of a
research project.

¢ The research project looks at the
effectiveness of MARC in
changing attitudes and habits
that lead to offending.

¢ Participants will be required to
undertake anonymous T
measures of offending before
and after MARC, as well as attitude measures.

¢ Participants have the right to decline to
answer a particular question or withdraw from
the project at any time.

¢ A MARC information sheet gives more

While the MARC programme looks at making
change from a Christian perspective, it fully
respects the right of individuals to choose
their own values and beliefs.

It is important for applicants to understand and
accept that the programme is based on bible
principles and a Christian worldview.

It is accepted that some applicants may not be
comfortable with this approach and this should
be considered carefully before enrolling in the
programme.

During MARC sessions participants will be
encouraged to respond to the biblical message
presented, but wil always be free to

detailed information about the project.

The project is being carried out by Jeff Lees as
part of a Master of Science (MSc.) degree in
Psychology.

Supervision for the project is being provided by
Dr Patrick Dulin of Massey University
Psychology Department.

The project is subject to approval from both
Massey and national ethics committees .

MARC participants will be given a summary of
the project findings and have access to the
full report of the project.

determine to what extent they embrace this
message .

¢ MARC is not affiliated to any particular
denomination or church.

Contact Detalls

Researcher:

Jeff Lees,

c/- Arahina Training Centre

P O Box 192, MARTON

Mobile 021 1161670

E-mail MARC12steps@gmail.com

Supervisor:
Patrick Dulin
Massey University
Private Bag 11 054, PALMERSTON NORTH
Phone (06) 350 5799 Ext. 2060

E-mail p.l.dulin@massey.ac.nz

S

A PROGRAMME FOR YOUNG
MEN WHO WANT TO:

STOP OFFENDING
SOLVE PROBLEMS
GET RID OF BAD HABITS
DEVELOP GOOD CHARACTER
MAKE A FRESH START

£ Massey University

"Smes® COLLEGE OF HUMANITIES AND SOCIAL SCIENCES

A Student Research Project
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MAKING RIGHT CHOICES (MARC) PROGRAMME

What is the MARC
programme?

¢ The MARC programme is a Christian-based
approach to breaking the habit of offending

¢ The programme consists of ten 60—90 minute
sessions (i.e. 10—15 hours) during November
2005—February 2006.

¢ Participants attend a personal delivery of the
programme in an interview room, office or home
setting.

¢ Attendance at sessions can be weekly or twice
weekly, and there is scope to fit sessions
around work commitments.

Where Did MARC
come from?

¢ MARC was developed and implemented at the
Tauranga Community Probation Service
betweeen 1992 and 2003 by Probation Officer,
Jeff Lees.

¢ Since 1995 MARC has had support from the
Arahina Training Centre , Marton, with the
provision of volunteer staff and programme
resources.

¢ Over 50 offenders have successfully
completed the programme.

Who can go on
MARC?

¢ Male offender 16—25 years of age who live in
the Wanganui—Palmerston North region

¢ Offenders who are happy to attend a
Christian-based programme.

¢ Priority is given to serious or repeat offenders .

¢ MARC could be done as part of a court sen-
tence or at the end of a short prison sen-
tence.

¢ If you are unable to do other Corrections’
programmes, then MARC may fulfl a
supervision or parole condition to attend a
rehabilitative programme.

¢ Participants need to understand the nature of
the programme and sign a consent form .

Breaking Loose from the Past and Walking in Frecdom

A summary of the
Christian worldview

Where do | come from?

¢ The world was created by a supremely
intelligent, all-powerful and loving God.

Why am | here?

¢ To live in intimate relationship with God and to
experience his love and guidance on a daily
basis.

Where am | going?

¢ We are given the freedom to choose where we
will spend eternity — with God or separated from
God.

What is wrong with the world?

¢ We have a free will and can choose to obey or
disobey God's moral law (10 commandments).

¢ Our choices have consequences (we reap what
we Sow).

¢ Wrong choices (sin) leads to suffering — both for
ourselves and others.

What can we do to fix it?
¢ We are all law-breakers (sinners) and are
powerless to save ourselves.

¢ Through the death and resurrection of Jesus
Christ, God has provided the means for our
salvation.

¢ We need to confess and turn away from our sin
(repent), and receive the gift of salvation.

¢ As we submit to God our lives are
transformed — we gain motivation and power to
actin love.

ovT
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Appendix W. A Prayer Used To Help Bring About Spiritual Change

P.E.T.E.R. Prayer for Defeating Satan and Walkingn the Victory of Christ

(Be vigilant against the enemy of our sbalsd pray this prayer over yourself, your familyARIC participants, their
families and other spiritual battlefronts — e.gucth, friends, missions, acquaintances, governintharities)

PREPARATION (The Lord’s Praye?, Prayer of Jabe}

My Father in heaven, hallowed be Thy name | come in honour and worship of your holy name.
Your kingdom come Your will be done on earth as its in heaven- | lay my life on the altar as a
living sacrificé' and surrender my will to ydu May | have no will of my owh Order my every stép
and use me to establish your will on eaive me this day my daily bread- | put off and feed

upon the Lord Jesus Christ, who is the bread eféind who shall supply all my needs according to
His riches in glory’. May | be a good steward of all that you have gine. Forgive me my debts

as | forgive my debtors— Show me if | have any sin that needs confessmgyding holding any
unforgiveness toward othéfs Do not lead me into temptation, but deliver me fronthe evil one—
Please give me wisddfrand fill me with the Holy Spirlf. Empower me to walk in the Spirit and not
in the flesf® today, so that | will be your faithful witnéSsind not be overcome by temptation and evil
influenced’. Bless me greatlytoday and my family, place yohedge of protectiort® around us,
enlarge our territory * that we may be a channel of blessing to otffers.

For Yours is the kingdom and the power and the glor forever — | come boldly before the throne of
gracé” through the shed blood of Jesus that has cleansdtbm all sin. | stand in the authority of
the Lord Jesus Chrfétas a blood-bought son/daughter of the living Godl @ His ambassadbr

EoulPPING (Keys of Kingdom, Armour of God, Weapons of WajJfare

| open my heart to Ydiand give You my e4t. Block and expose all voices that are not fronu*f.0
| seek to hear and obey the voice of the Good S#reffland the prompting of the Holy Spffit

| put on the whol@armour of God® (thehelmet of salvation preastplate of righteousnesgelt of
truth, shoesof the gospel — | take up tistield of faith, thesword of the Spirit, andll prayer in the
Spirit). | take up theveapons of our warfarewhich are not of this world, but aneighty in God for
pulling down strongholds™.

T ARGET (Identifying offensive and defensive targets)

In the Name and authority of the Lord Jesus CHrisakethe keys of the Kingdom, and bind and
resist the influence of Satarf, all evil spirits, principalities and powers ofrdaess”. | bind you

Satan in all youevil plans®, destructive lies® andstrongholds of false thinking® over myself, my
family and the following people (name them.. e.g. wife, children, friends, MARC participants,
church family, extended family, neighbours, goveminheaders — let God give you a list of those He
wants you to target in prayer each gay

ENGAGEMENT and RELEASE

1. I bind Satan fronstealing, killing anddestroying®’ us in body, soul or spirit, and | loose
myself and those | have namedstdvation™, sanctification®, restoratioff, reconciliatioft’,
healing? and theabundant life*® through the atoning blood of the Lord Jesus CHirist

2. 1 bind Satan from sendindemptations™, ungodly influenceé® andfiery darts*’, and loose
myself and those | have namedhtthor what is evilandcling to what is good®, and to make
faith responseswhatever comes alofiy

3. I bind Satan from defeating us throuihxiety/fear®’, doubt"’ and unbelief? and | loose
myself and those | have namecttiurage”, trust> andfaith>® in the Lord Jesus Christ
through the power of the Holy Spirit.
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4. | bind Satan frongaining ground in our souls througBitterness®, moral impurity >’ and
temporal values® and | loose myself and those | have named to imdtirgiveness®, to be
washed in the blood of the Lamb and have a purg bed aclear conscienc®, and toeternal
valuesthrough total surrender to Chfist

5. I bind you Satan from using your destructiis to Blind our eyesdull our ears and harden
our hearts™ to the truth, and | loose myself and those | hzarmed to haveyes opened to see
ears unstopped to heaand aeachable heartto receive and respond to the truth of God’s
Word™,

6. | bind you Satan from enslaving us throusvy, jealousy and greeff, and | loose myself and
those | have named thankfulness’, generosity® and self controf”.

7. 1 bind you Satan from overwhelming us willepressiofi®, discouragement® and despair®,
and | loose myself and those | have namettiégoy of the Lord", praise and rejoicing?,
and a living hope?in our risen Saviour.

8. | bind you Satan from controlling us throullegative thinking’®, a critical spirit ">, and an
independent unsubmitted hearf®, and | loose myself and those | have namedremawed
mind’" and to walk in love’® with a yielded heart”®

9. 1 bind you Satan from damaging relationships throDisunity®, discontentmenf” andthe
poison tonqué?, and | loose myself and those | have named taititg of the Spirit®®in the
bond of peacegodly contentment*, and to give and receiveords of encouragemenrit.

10.1 bind you Satan from causing us@eieve®® or guench the Holy Spiri’, or toneglect the
gifts of the Holy Spirit®, and | loose myself and those | have named tillbd, empowered
and anointedby the Holy Spirft’, and to stir up andarnestly desirethe spiritual gifts®.

11.1 bind you Satan from deceiving us throudgain philosophies”, human reasoning? andfalse
doctrine® and I loose myself and those | have named tdwewegsdom from above”, divine
revelation® andrightly divide the word of truth (have sound doctrine)®.

12.1 bind you Satan from ensnaring us throlRgide®’, self-righteousnes¥ andselfish
ambition® and | loose myself and those | have namegatti in humility *°° to berobed in

the righteousness of Chris* and todeny self, take up our cross today and follow Chrtd%

| loose myself and those | have named to the mynéstthe Holy Spirit to bring comfort, couns¥l
and conviction o$in, righteousness and the judgment to con®, to mortify the flesi> to
sanctify"® and pour God'’s love into our hedffstoreveal Christ, and to lead us into all wisdom
and truth'® | am thirsty and come now thiink of your Spirit , that | may be strengthened within
and tharivers of living water will flow out from my innermost beinif®. May it beno longer | that
lives, but Christ that lives in me?

| loose myself, and my family and the saints of Gmthe anointing of the Holy Spirit fgreach the
gospel to the poor, to bind up the broken-heartedp proclaim liberty to the captives and
recovery of sight to the blind, to release the opgssed, to open prison doors and to boldly
declare that now is the time of God’s favour, todays the day of salvation'’

| pray Lord of the harvest, send labourers into you harvest field*'? and | declare “hear am |,

Lord, send me*3” May | fulfil your plan and purpose for my life

| thank you Lord for this great day and for everything that you are doing in and through my life.
In Jesus name | pray™. AMEN!!
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P.E.T.E.R. PRAYER — Short Version

Dear Lord, | fully submit and surrender my will to you . | ask for wisdom and to be filled with

your Holy Spirit. | come boldly before the throne of grace __ through the shed blood of Jesus

that has cleansed me from all sin. | stand in the authority of the Lord Jesus Christ . clad

with the whole armour of God .

In the Name of Jesus | bind and resist you Satan__, all evil spirits, principalities and powers of

darkness, from oppressing my family, and those | have targeted in prayer. | bind your evil
plans , destructive lies and strongholds of false _thinking. 1 bind you Satan from stealing ,

killing and destroying _us in body, soul or spirit, and | loose myself, and those named on my

target list, to salvation, sanctification, and abundant life through the atoning blood of the Lord

Jesus Christ and the enabling power of the Holy Spirit.

Thank you Lord for your great victory . AMEN.




